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ABSTRACT 
The purpose of the present study was to compare 
intergenerational attitudes and beliefs about sexual assault 
and sexual harassment. This study evaluated the 
relationship between level of similarity in attitudes and 
beliefs between intergenerational dyads and level of family 
communication (open, average, problem) and gender 
composition ( same vs. different) of intergenerational 
(parent-student) pairs. It was predicted that: 1) there 
would be significantly greater differences in the attitudes 
and beliefs of parent-student dyads in problem communication 
families than in average and open communication families, 
and in average communication families than in open 
communication families, and 2) across all levels of family 
communicati on, there would be significantly greater 
differences in attitudes and beliefs for different gender 
(mother-son and father-daughter) dyads compared with same 
gender (mother-daughter and father-son) dyads. 
Participants consisted of 320 university undergraduates 
(198 women and 122 men) and their parents (261 mothers and 
229 fathers). Each participant completed the 
Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale (PACS), Sex Role 
Stereotyping Scale (SRS), Tolerance for Sexual Harassment 
Inventory (TSHI), Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMA), and read 
and answered questions about a date rape vignette (ORV). 
Intergenerational dyads were compared by analyzing their 
difference scores on the previously mentioned measures in 
two 2 x 3 MANOVA analyses. Level of family communication did 
not prove to be a significant factor in determining 
similarities or differences in attitudes between · 
parent-student dyads. Gender compostion was a significant 
variable, but not always in the predicted direction . 
Daughters scored significantly lower in SRS than mothers, 
while sons scored significantly higher in TSHI and RMA than 
their mothers. Compared with their fathers, sons scored 
significantly higher in TSHI, while daughters scored 
significantly lower in RMA. Additional one-way ANOVA 
analyses exploring gender differences within each generation 
indicated that female students scored significantly lower on 
the SRS, TSHI, and RMA measures than did male students, and 
mothers scored significantly lower on the SRS, TSHI, and RMA 
scales than did fathers, which suggests that overall, female 
students and mothers endorsed fewer sex role stereotypes, 
were less tolerant of sexual harassment and less accepting 
of rape 
finding 
myths than were their male counterparts. This 
suggests the importance of gender as a cultural 
variable over all levels of family communication. The lack 
of significance of family communication level suggests that 
with respect to certain beliefs and attitudes, the larger 
community is a more powerful influence on the individual 
than is the family. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Sexual assault has been commonly defined as forced 
sexual intercourse without the partner's consent (Lott, 
1987) . As Lott has noted, "The full meaning of rape is more 
complex because it is an act primarily performed by men 
against women. Rape, therefore, symbolizes women's 
vulnerability and in cultures where rape occurs frequently 
(as in our own), girls grow up fearful of the possibility 
that they will be overpowered and sexually violated" (p. 
148 ) . 
The incidence of rape in our culture is on the increase 
(Benshoff, 1978). Johnson (1980) projected conservative 
"lifelong rape probabilities" (p . 139) from reports of 
confirmed and alleged rapes and noted that 20-30 percent of 
girls who were twelve years old in 1980 would suffer a 
violent sexual attack during their lifetimes. According to 
Johnson, "The average American woman is just as likely to 
suffer a sexual attack as she is to experience a divorce" 
(p. 139). Clearly, the pervasiveness of violence toward 
women in America impacts upon all of our lives and deserves 
continued attention from researchers. Various agencies such 
as Division 35 of the American Psychological Association 
(APA), the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration (LEAA), 
and the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) have set 
research priorities to further investigate this phenomenon 
(Benshoff, 1978 ) . 
2 
In 1985, 87,340 cases of rape were reported to the 
police (FBI, 
as greatly 
1986). These figures are generally recognized 
underestimating the true extent of this crime 
against women because they are derived only from reports 
made to the police. By government estimates, there are 
approximately 3-10 times more sexual assaults committed than 
are reported (LEAA, 1975). 
Numerous researchers have attempted to study the 
prevalence of rape within the general population as well as 
in the college population. Russell (1984) studied sexual 
victimization 
women. She 
experiences via personal interviews with 
found that 24% of a probability sample of 930 
women aged 18 and over who resided in San Francisco had been 
victims of a rape, and 31% had experienced an attempted 
rape. When these categories were combined, a total of 44% 
of women interviewed reported at least one attempted or 
completed rape. Less than 1 in 12 women (approximately 8%) 
had reported these assaults to the police. Kilpatrick and 
associates (Kilpatrick, Best, Veronen, Amick, & Ruff, 1985; 
Kilpatrick, Veronen & Best, 1984) assessed rates of 
victimization via a random telephone survey of 2,004 female 
residents in Charleston County, South Carolina and found 
that 14.5% of their respondents admitted to experiencing a 
rape or an attempted rape. Of those who were raped, only 
29% reported the crime to the police. 
Similar figures 
have been disclosed 
regarding sexual victimization rates 
from various studies conducted on 
college campuses. 
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Approximately 20-25% of college women 
studied over a 25 year time span have indicated they have 
experienced forceful attempts at intercourse by their dates 
(Kanin, 1957; Kanin & Purcell, 1977; Kirkpatrick & Kanin, 
1957; Shetland & Goodstein, 1983). Koss and colleagues 
(Koss, 1985; Koss, Leonard, Beezley, & Oros, 1985; Koss & 
Oros, 1982) surveyed 2,016 female and 1,846 male Midwestern 
university students regarding their sexual experiences and 
found that 13% of the females had been victims of rape and 
4.6% of the males admitted committing a sexual assault which 
conformed with the legal definition of rape. Rapaport and 
Burkhart (1984) found that 15% of a sample of college men 
indicated having forced dates into sexual intercourse 
against their will. Yegidis (1986) sampled a non-random 
group of 648 college students and found that 10% of the 
women had experienced some form of forced sexual encounter 
within the past year, and 22% of the women indiciated that 
they had previously experienced a forced sexual encounter 
while dating. 
Lott, Reilly and Howard (1982) investigated the broader 
topic of sexual harassment on a college campus and noted 
that 13% of 927 student, faculty and staff respondents knew 
at least one person who had been the victim of a sexual 
assault on campus, and a total of 29.4% of the women 
admitted having experienced a sexual assault at some time in 
their lives. Only 7% of the respondents who indicated a 
history of sexual assault had reported it to the police. 
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Meuhlenhard and Linton (1987) surve yed 341 female and 294 
male college students regarding their sexual experiences and 
found that "77.6% of the women and 57.3% of the men had been 
involved in some form of sexual aggression; 14.7% of the 
women and 7.1% of the men had been involved in unwanted 
intercourse" (p. 186). 
Most recently, Koss, Gidycz, and Wisniewski (1987) 
surveyed an approximately representative sample of 6,159 
higher education students and found that, "Since the age of 
14, 27.5% of college women reported experiencing and 7 . 7% of 
college men reported perpetrating an act that met the legal 
definitions of rape, which includes rape attempts" (p . 168). 
Virtually none of these victims or perpetrators had reported 
the incidents or been arrested for their actions. From these 
data , Koss, et al. (1987) e s timate that the victimization 
rate for college students is 10-15 times greater than rates 
based on National Crime Statistics (Bureau of Justice 
Statistics [BJS], 1984), and the men's rates of admitting 
perpetrating such assaults are 2-3 times greater than the 
National Crime Statistics estimates of the risk of rape for 
women between the ages of 16-24. 
Based on the above mentioned findings in the 
literature, it is 
frequency in the 
clear that rape occurs with alarming 
United States, and that college students 
are particularly vulnerable to this act of violence in their 
dat i ng relationships. 
In attempts to further delineate factors that are 
involved 
& Feild, 
Jenkins 
5 
in this phenomenon, numerous researchers (Barnett 
1977 ; Benshoff, 1978; Dull & Giacopassi, 198 7; 
& Dambrot , 1987; L' Armand & Pep i tone, 1982; Plane , 
1987; Sanberg, Jackson, & Petretic-Jackson, 1987; Shetland, 
1985; Tetreault & Barnett, 1987) ha ve investigated att i tudes 
toward and beliefs about rape, and more spec i fical ly , the 
variables which lead an observer to conclude that a rape has 
happened. The bulk of the research to date has been done 
with c ollege students. Among the groups of people who have 
been studied, the y comprise the highest risk for se xual 
assau l t by age group (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987). 
Fewer stud ie s have investigated attitudes and beliefs about 
rape of older samples (Burt, 1980; Dietz, Blackwell, Daley & 
Bentley, 1982). Typically, these college studies have 
utilized methods such as vidoetaped scenarios of actors 
portraying rape vi ctims and discussing their experiences 
(Mazelan, 1980 ; Tetrault & Barnett, 1987) or written rape 
vignettes in which forced sexual intercourse is depicted 
under various conditions (Check & Malamuth, 1983; Coller & 
Resick, 1987; Jenkins & Dambrot, 1987; L'Armand & Pepitone, 
1982; Malamuth & Feshbach, 1980; Muehlenhard, 1988; Tetrault 
& Barnett, 1987), combined with self-report attitudinal, 
belief, and personality measures. Results from these 
studies have shown that there are situational considerations 
in one's attribution of rape blame and ratings of rape 
just i fiab ili ty as well as attitudinal, and personality 
correlates which contribute to a respondent's acceptance of 
6 
rape myths. In addition, gender differences in reactions to 
depictions of rape and on attitudinal and belie f measures 
have been wi del y documented. 
A summary of recent research findings ( all of which 
investigated heterosexual situations ) reveals the following: 
1. Situational variables which increase the r i sk of 
s e xu al aggression in a heterose xual dating situation 
include : the man's initiating and paying for the date; the 
man being responsible for driving on the date; the use of 
alcohol and drugs ; "parking " during the date; and 
mi s co mmunic at io n about sex between the dating partners 
(Muehlenhard, Freidman , & Thomas, 1985; Muehlenhard & 
Li nton, 1987 ) . A more general underlying feature of the 
above metioned variables is the establishment of a scenario 
i n whi c h the man is in control and has acquired power over 
the woman ( e.g. by either paying for the date, or making 
dec i si on s regarding drug and alcohol intake during the date, 
o r choo s in g where to go during the date). 
2. Situational variables which lead respondents to 
attribute greater blame t o the rape victim and / or increase 
their acceptance of the rape include: knowledge of the 
victim's previous sexual history (whether des c ribed as 
limited or e xtensi ve was related to more blame of the vic tim 
than when this information was unknown [L'Armand & Pep i tone, 
1982]); t ype of vict im-offender relationship depicted, i.e., 
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stranger versus acquaintance, with acquaintance rape 
frequently being seen as less serious in nature (L'Armand & 
Pepitone, 1987; Plane, 1987; Tetrault & Barnett, 1987 ) ; the 
woman's initiating the date; the dating partners going to 
the man's apartment; the use of alcohol or drugs (Plane, 
1987 ) ; and the man paying all of the dating expenses 
( Muehl enha r d, 1988; Muehlenhard, Freidman & Thomas, 1985). 
3. Research which has examined attitudinal, belief, 
and personality characteristics of the respondents has shown 
that traditional persons i.e., those scoring high on such 
measures as sex role stereotyping, acceptance of 
interpersonal violence and adversarial sexual beliefs (Burt, 
1980), and those scoring high on the Attitudes Toward Women 
Scale (ATWS) (Spence & Helmreich, 1972), tend to endorse a 
greater acceptance of rape myths and are more likely to 
blame the victim (Burt, 1980; Check & Malamuth, 1983; Coller 
& Resick, 1987, Fischer, 1986a, 1986b, 1987; Muehlenhard & 
Linton, 1987; Shetland & .Goodstein, 1983). In addition, 
Peterson and Franzese (1987) found a positive relationship 
between the tendency for men to abuse women and "the 
acceptance of rape myths, downplaying of sexual assault as a 
problem, and rather traditional views of women's role in 
American society" (p. 227). 
4. Gender differences have been noted on various 
measures, with men: condoning more rape myths (Barnett & 
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Feild, 1977; Jenkins & Dambrot; 1987; Malamuth & Check, 
1981; Muehlenhard & Linton , 1987), condoning aggressi ve 
se xual behavior (Dull & Giacopassi, 1987; Peterson & 
Franzese, 1987), being more accepting of v iolence toward 
women ( Malamuth & Check, 1981), being less l ik ely to 
interpret a situation of forced se xual intercourse as rape 
(J enkins & Dambrot, 1987 ), having higher se x- willingness 
ratings for the vic tim of a forced sexual encounter, and 
viewing rape as more justifiable (Muehlenhard, 1988), 
having more traditional attitudes toward women (Muehlenhard, 
1988; · Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987), reporting more sexual 
arousal t o both written depictions of rape and consenting 
intercourse (Malamuth & Check, 1980; Malamuth, Haber, & 
Fesh bach, 1980), and being lower in rape empathy ratings 
(Di etz, et al., 1982), and self-reporting more tolerance for 
sexual harassment (Lott, Reilly, & Howard, 1982; Reilly, et 
al., 1986; Rei lly, et al., 1989) than women. 
Sex role stereotyping has been shown to positively 
correlate with measures of rape myth acceptance, acceptance 
of interpersonal violence, and adversarial sexual beliefs in 
both genders (Burt, 1980 ; Malamuth & Check, 1983; Lott, 
Lott, & Fernald, 1990). Some reseachers (Malamuth & Check, 
1983; Weis & Borges, 197 3) have argued that traditional se x 
roles have had an impact on both men's and women's behaviors 
in that the y socialize men to be offenders and women to be 
v ictims. Brownmiller (1976) underscores this point as well 
in d iscussin g the dynamics of date rape. She notes that 
9 
dating relationship s in which rape occur contain "elements 
of co er c i ve authority that militate aga i nst decisive 
resistance. Here the authority takes the form of e xpected 
beha v io r. In a dat i ng situation an aggressor may press his 
ad va ntage t o the poi nt wher e pleasantness quic k ly turn s to 
unpleasantness and more than the woman bargained for, yet 
social propri et y and the strictures of conventional female 
behavior that dictate politeness and femin i nity demand that 
the female gra ce full y e ndure, or wriggle away if she can, 
but a d irec t confrontation falls outside of the behavioral 
norms" ( p. 284). 
Clearl y, women's r i sk of sexual assault may be 
influenced by the attitudes and beliefs that we are brought 
up with and that permeate our society at large. To date, no 
studies have been done comparing intergenerational attitudes 
toward and beliefs about sexual assault. In studies which 
have s ampled both older persons and younger persons, it has 
been found that younger and better educated respondents, 
regardless of gender, show less proviolence, adversarial and 
stereotypic attitudes, and less acceptance of rape myths 
than older respondents (Burt, 1980). 
While there are no studies 
attitudes t oward and beliefs about 
parents 
of i ntergenerational 
sexual assault, many 
and their children on resear chers have compared 
other attitud i nal and behavioral variables, with 
contradictory results. Some investigators have found 
sign i f i cant differences between parents and their children 
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(Connell, 1972; Gallagher, 1974; Payne, Summers, & Stewart, 
1973; Tedin, 1974), while others have found high le vels of 
similarity between the two generations (Acock & Bengston, 
1977, 1978; Aldous & Hill, 1965; Bengston, 1975; Hill, 
Foote, Aldous, Carson, & MacDonald, 1970; Kandel & Lesser, 
1972; Lerner & Knapp, 1975; Thomas, 1974; Troll, Neugarten & 
Kraines, 1969 ) . 
A review of more recent research in related areas 
indicates that findings are still equivocal. Meier (1972) 
investigated the relationship of college students' attitudes 
toward social equality for women to parental characteristics 
and socialization influences. He found that there was a 
marked positive correlation between students' egalitarian 
attitudes towards women's roles and the salience of mothers 
(but not fathers) in attitudinal socialization. Mothers 
were reported to have more influence in shaping their 
children's attitudes and general outlook on life than did 
fathers. Other variables which were related to students' 
social equality attitudes were: religious faith (with 
students who professed no faith being more egalitarian in 
their attitudes towards women's roles than students who 
described themselves as religious), ethnic background (with 
hispanic students having significantly more traditional 
attitudes towards women's roles than did non-hispanic 
students), mother's educational status (with students whose 
mothers were highly educated scoring higher in egalitarian 
attitudes towards women's roles than students whose mothers 
1 1 
were less educated), and mother's occupational status ( with 
students whose mothers were in high status oc c upations 
scoring higher in egalitar i an attitudes towards women's 
roles than students whose mothers were in lower s tatus 
professions, 
the home, 
and students 
regardless of 
whose mothers worked outside of 
mothers ' occupational status, 
sco r ing higher in egal i tarian attitudes than students whose 
mothers were homemakers ) . 
In a study of intergenerational differences in 
attitudes toward feminism, Roper and Labeff (1977) compared 
data collected on students and their parents in 1934 with 
data from students and their parents collected in 1974. 
Overall, respondents in the 1974 sample were more favorable 
towards feminism than those in the 1934 sample, and there 
was a trend toward women endorsing more egalitarian 
relations and men endorsing more traditional attitudes about 
female sex roles. Their findings suggest that women in both 
generations scored higher in feminist attitudes than men, 
in both the 1934 and 1974 samples . In addition, students 
in both the 1934 and 1974 samples showed greater gender 
differences in their feminism scores than did their parents. 
More recently, Slevin and Wingrove (1983) compared a 
sample of three generations of women on responses to the 
ATWS (Spence & Helmreich, 1972). Major intergenerational 
differences were noted, with younger generations endorsing 
more profeminist attitudes. Intergenerational influence was 
found for mothers and daughters, with significant 
1 2 
correlations between their scores on the dimensions of: 1. 
dating, courtship 
relationships and 
and etiquette, and 2. marital 
sign i f i cantl y 
daughters' and 
and 
obligations . Grandmothers' scores were 
positively correlated with their 
grandaughters' scores on the dimensions of 
freedom and independence. 
Various researchers have studied the relationship 
between parental sexua l attitudes and the sexual attitudes 
and behaviors of their college-age children, with 
inconsistent findings. Daugherty and Burger (1984) found 
that women students' general attitudes about sexuality and 
sexual behaviors were correlated most strongly with 
perceived attitudes of their peers, rather than with those 
of their parents or church. The sexual attitudes and some 
of the sexual behaviors of men were correlated most highly 
with perceived attitudes of their parents, rather than peers 
or c hurch. Yarber and Greer (1986) found that mothers' 
sexual attitudes were more influential than fathers' sexual 
attitudes in predicting their offsprings' sexual attitudes 
and behaviors, particularly for daughters. In contrast, 
McNab (1976) found that both fathers' and mothers' sexual 
attitudes had an influence on the sexual attitudes of their 
college sons and daughters. 
se xual attitudes were more 
In general, parents' actual 
predictive of sons' sexual 
attitudes than of daughters' sexual attitudes. 
It is important to note that none of the above 
mentioned studies included any measure of the quality of 
13 
parent-child communication within the family, which could be 
an important 
similarities 
factor in assessing intergenerational 
and differences i n attitudes ( Bennett & 
Dicki nson, 1980 ) . This lac k of information ser ves as a 
methodological limitation in interpretation of the findings. 
Fi sher ( 1986, 1987 ) has attempted to address this 
problem by investigating the relationship between 
parent-c hi ld communication about sex and adolescents' sexual 
attitudes. Two studies found that late adolescents (ages 
18-20) from high sexual communication families reported 
sexual attitudes that were significantly correlated with 
their parents, while those from low sexual communication 
families did not. In the 1987 study, Fisher also utilized a 
general family communication measure (the Parent-Adolescent 
Communication Scale [PACS], developed by Olson, Mccubbin, 
Barnes , Larsen, Muxen, & Wilson, 1982) which was found to be 
unrelated to the extent of family discussions about sex. 
However, parents' reports on the general quality of family 
communication were predictive of adolescents' sexual 
behaviors. Fisher noted that, "Communication with mothers 
seems more closely related to similarity in sexual attitudes 
than does communication with fathers, especially for 
daughters, " and that, "Communication between fathers and 
daughters typically does not occur at a level sufficient to 
warrant a relationship with the daughters' sexual attitudes" 
(p. 143). She concluded that parents are still capable of 
exerting influence over their late adolescents in the area 
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of sexuality, and that the quality of family communication 
is an important factor to include in future research. 
While it is assumed that parents can have an influence 
on their offsprings' attitudes, the extent of parental 
influence may be affected by the specific attitude being 
studied. None of the intergenerational literature re vi ewed 
asked respondents about attitudes toward or beliefs about 
sexual assault . 
Given the 
differences in 
widely documented evidence of gender 
attitudes toward se xual assault in the 
college student population, it is likely that these 
differences in attitudes are influenced within the family 
through the following processes: 1) identification with the 
same-gender parent, through which Chodorow (1978) has argued 
that boys learn to devalue women as a means to establish an 
i dentity separate from their mothers, and 2) the pervasive 
influence of early socialization experiences which 
contribute to adversarial relationships between men and 
women, in which men assume the traditional sex role 
stereotypic "aggressive-offender" stance, and women assume 
the traditional sex role stereotypic "passive-victim" 
stance. In addition, the quality of family communication may 
influence the degree to which family members feel free to 
discuss their attitudes and beliefs with one another. Thus, 
it may also have an impact on intergenerational similarities 
and differences in attitudes. 
The present study is designed to investigate the extent 
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to which intergenerational similarities and differences 
in attitudes toward sexual assault, tolerance for se xu al 
harassment, sex role stereotyping and acceptance of rape 
mythology are related to the level of family communication 
and gender composition of the parent-student dyad. It is 
hypothesized that similarities in response will be greate r 
in mother-student dyads and father-student dyads, when the 
level of family co mmunication is greater, and when the 
gender of the pair is the same rather than d i fferent. It is 
predicted that: 
1. There will be significantly greater differences on 
each measure for mother-student and father-student dyads in 
problem communication families than in average and open 
communic ati on famil i es, and in a verage communication 
famili es than i n open communication families. 
2. Across all family communication levels, there will be 
significantly greater differences on each measure for 
mother-son dyads ( different gender ) co mpared with 
mother-daughter dya ds (same gender), and father-daughter 
dyads ( different gender ) co mpared with father-son dyads 
(same gender ) . 
The present i nvestig at io n di ffers from previous 
research by e xpa nding the scope o f the assessment 
of att i tudes toward and be li efs about sexual assault and 
1 6 
se xual harassment into the family domain. To date, no other 
published investigation has compared intergenerational 
attitudes toward, and beliefs about, sexual assault and 
pro vi ded information regarding the relationship between 
familial communication among college students and these 
attitudes and bel i efs. One objective of the present study 
was to pro vi de sexual assau l t educators and rape crisis 
counselors with a new source of empirical information about 
the role of families' v iews on sexual assault and se xual 
harassment. In add i tion, the results could prove helpful in 
elementar y, secondary and college educational programs, as 
wel l as community educationa l programs on rape awareness and 
rape prevention, while also having clinical implications for 
the treatment of rape victims and their families. 
METHOD 
Participants 
Participants were 320 University of Rhode Island 
students ( 122 men and 198 women) between the ages of 18-23, 
and t heir parents (261 mothers and 229 fathers ) who 
vo lunteered to participate in this study during the Summer 
sessions and Fall semester of 1989. In order to a ll ow for 
the broadest range of participation, this study included 
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students from sin gle-parent , di vo rced , and step - parent 
families as we ll as those from i ntact two-parent fa mili es. 
The mean age o f the students was 19 . 6 years ol d. 
Appr oxi matel y 28 . 8% pe rce nt o f the students were freshman, 
2 1.9% were sophomores, 22 .2% were juniors, and 24.7% were 
seniors . The remain i ng 1 .6% were non-matriculated o r in 
graduate school. The students r epresented a wide v ariet y of 
majors within the fo l l owing general areas: business (9 .4 %), 
edu catio n ( 10.0% ), human i ties ( 16.9%), natural sciences and 
quantitative studies (16 .9% ) , social sciences ( 23.4% ), 
undecided ( 17.8% ) , and other (2 . 2%). Most of the students 
were European American ( 87 . 2%), while 6 . 3% were African 
American, 2.8% were Hispa ni c American, 1.3% were Native 
Amer ic an, .3% were As i an American, and 2 . 2% were from other 
ethnic backgrounds . The predominant religious background of 
the students was Ca t holic ( 55.9% ), with 24 .1 % being 
Pr otest ant; 10.0% were Jewish, 4.4% were Atheist / Agnostic, 
. 3% were Isla mi c, and 5.0% were other religions. 
Appro xim ate ly 46.6% of the students lived in residence 
hal l s , while 11 .2% resided in Greek Houses, 14.1% lived with 
their parents , and 27 . 2% lived off ca mpus. Most of the 
students were single (97 . 2%). while 1 .9 % were cohabiting and 
. 9% were married. Complete student sample characteristics 
are described in Table 1 . 
The mean age of the mo ther sample was 46. 3. The 
mothers 
whi le 
were also predominantly European American (90.0%), 
2 . 3% were Afr i can Ameri c an, 1 .9% were Hispan ic 
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American, 1.9% were Asian American, and 3.1% were from other 
ethn ic backgrounds. Seventy-two percent of the mothers were 
married, 11 .5% were divorced, 9.2% were remarried, 2.7% were 
widowed, 2.3% were separated, 1 . 5% were cohabiting, and .8% 
were never married. Catholicism was the religion practiced 
by 53.6% of the mothers, while 28.4% were Protestant, 11 .9% 
were Jewish, 1.9% were Atheist/Agnostic, .4% were Islamic, 
and 3.8% were other religions. Among the mothers: 1.1% had 
doctoral degrees, 10.7% had Master's degrees, 22.2% had 
bachelors degrees, 36.4% had some college education, 25.3% 
were high school graduates, and 4.2% didn't complete high 
school. The predominant occupations of the mother sample 
included: business management and staff (14.2%), sales 
(8.9%), clerical work (13.1% ), teaching (14.2%), nursing 
(8.4%), homemaking (15.3%), and service professions (5.3%). 
Their median combined family income was in the $50,001-
$60,000 range. 
The mean age of the father sample was 48.5. Most of 
the fathers were European American (92.6%), ~hile 1.7% were 
Hispanic American, 1.3% were African American, .9% were 
Native American, and 2.6% were from other ethnic groups. The 
majority of the fathers were married (78.6%), while 9.2% 
were divorced, 9.2% were remarried, 1 .7% were separated, and 
1 .3% were widowed. Their predominant faith was Catholicism 
(55.4%), while 25.8% were Protestants, 10.9% were Jewish, 
3 .5% were Atheist/Agnostic, and 3.9 % were from other 
religious backgrounds. The father sample was somewhat more 
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educated than the mother sample, with 10 . 9% of fathers 
holding doctoral degrees, 21 .8% with Master's degrees , 27.1% 
with bache lor s degrees, 21 .0% with some college, 16.2% with 
high school degrees, and 2.1% with less than a high schoo l 
education. The major occupations of the father sample 
included: business owner or e xecuti ve (17 . 9%), business 
management and staff ( 18.8% ) , teaching ( 12 . 2%), medical or 
legal professions (6.0%) , government servi ce ( 6.0% ) , and 
skilled labor ( 16. 2%) . Their median combined family income 
was in the $60,001-$70,000 range. The discrep a ncy between 
mothers ' and fathers' combined median income is due to the 
fact that the mothers who were presently not married (i.e., 
di vorced, separated, etc.) generally earned less income than 
their male counterparts. Complete parent sample 
c haracter i stics are detailed in Table 2 . 
A total of 86 . 9% of the parents surveyed returned their 
quest io nna i res. Within that group, 66 . 3% of the returns 
came from both parents, 15.3% of the returns came from 
mothers o nly, and 5 . 3% of the returns came from fathers 
only. The high parental return rate may be attributed to: 
1) the incentive of par t · c ipating in a gift certificate 
drawing and/or helping their sons or daughters earn extra 
class credit, and 2) the re l evance and importance of this 
topic to their lives , espe c iall y as it relates to their sons 
and daughters. ( Both parents and students wrote comments on 
their surveys about the research being ver y interesting and 
timel y in addressing a serious societal issue.) 
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Instruments 
Student and Parent Background Questionnaires 
(Appendices A and B) . These instruments contain questions 
about age, 
background, 
occupational 
and type 
gender, ethnicit y , marital status, religious 
political affiliation, educational and 
status, socioeconomic status, year in school 
of residence (for students), and previous 
coursework in sex-role issues (for students). 
Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale ( PACS) 
(Appendices C, D, and E). The PACS is a 20-item rating 
scale developed by Olsen, Mccubbin, Barnes, Larsen, Muxen, & 
Wilson, 1982 ) , that measures both positive and negative 
aspects of communication between adolescents (in both high 
school and college age ranges ) and their parents. There are 
two subscales: Open Family Communication, which measures 
positive aspects of parent-adolescent communication such as: 
freedom or free flowing exchange of factual as well as 
emoti onal information, degree of understanding and 
satisfaction e xperienced in their interactions, and lack of 
constraint in communication. The second subscale, Problems 
in Family Communication, measures the more negative aspects 
of parent-adolescent co mmunication such as: feel i ng 
selective, cautious or hesitant about what is s hared, and 
e xp ressing negative modes of interaction. 
An initial pool of 35 items constructed on the basis of 
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a review of relevant literature were piloted on a group of 
433 high school and college students. These data were 
factor ana lyze d by both pr i ncipal factoring with iterati ons 
and var imax rotation . The minimum eigen value was 1 . 0. On 
the basis of the factor analyses, the PACS was reduced from 
35 t o 20 it ems, with three factors : Factor I: Open Fami ly 
Communication, Factor II: Problems in Family Communication, 
and Factor III: Selective Family Communication. The final 
scale was reduced to tw o subscales by combining the items 
from the Problems in Famil y Communication and Selective 
Famil y Communic ation subscales under the title of Problems 
i n Family Communication. This was done because they both 
focused on negative aspects of communication and they fit 
well together conceptuall y . A sample of 1,841 adults and 
ad o les c ents was analyzed using the final 20 item version of 
t he scale . (Th e sample was di vi ded into two groups in order 
to all ow for replication. ) An unrestricted varimax rotation 
continued to define the three original factors, but whe ~ 
restricted to only two factors, the first scale remained as 
a separate factor and the second and third scales c ollapsed 
into one factor. The internal consistency reliability for 
the final factors and scales from the total sample is as 
fo llo ws: Open Family Communication= . 87, Problems in Family 
Communication= .78 , and the Total Scale= . 88. 
In the present study, each student filled out two 
communication scales: one for communication with mother and 
one for communication with father . The order of 
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presentation of these scales was counterbalanced. The 
filled out one form for communicat i on wit h 
or son. Each famil y (with the e xc eption of 
or non-responding families ) had two final 
scores: one for mother-student l e vel of 
parents each 
their daughter 
sing l e-parent 
communication 
co mmunic ation , 
communication. 
and 
These 
one for father-student level of 
mother's communication 
scores were derived by averaging the 
score with the student 's 
co mmunica t io n score for mother, and a veraging the father's 
communication score with the student's communication score 
for father. These scores were averaged together in order to 
be a more reliable measure which took into account both 
parents' and students' perceptions of family communication. 
The PACS is scored o n a 5 point Likert scale. The range 
of scores for this measure is 20-100. For purposes of this 
study, respondents' scores were grouped into three 
c ateg ories: Open (scores in the upper third of 
the range), Average (mid-range scores), and Closed (scores 
in the bottom third of the range ) . These ranges were based 
on the distribution of scores of the present sample. 
Date Rape Vignette (ORV) (Appendix F). This is a 
paragraph dep ic t in g a college couple (Bori and Cathy) who go 
out for the e vening and later return to the woman's dorm 
room where 
respond to 
v ignette. 
a rape oc c urs . The reader is then asked t o 
five questions assessing reactions to the 
The items are similar in content to questions 
asked in previous studies (Coller & Resick, 
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1987; 
Muehlendard & MacNaughton, in press) and are scored on a 7 
point Likert scale. The items ask the respondents to rate 
each partner's responsibility for the sexual encounter which 
occurred, the extent to which Bob was justified in his 
actions, Cathy's level of enjoyment of the sexual encounter, 
and whether or not they believed that a rape did occur. 
Responses were coded so that tolerance of rape produced 
a higher score than non-tolerance. The order of the first 
four items was systematically changed in order to counteract 
any influence of order effects. In all cases, the final item 
was the question assessing whether or not a rape had 
occurred, with a follow-up question asking them to briefly 
explain their response. Prior to conducting the research, 
the vignette and follow-up questions were submitted to four 
judges (two psychologists, a social worker, and a counselor) 
with expertise in the area of rape and sexual harassment. 
Their suggestions were followed to maximize content 
validity and clarity of the items. Scores on each item range 
from 1 to 7. 
Sex Role Stereotyping Scale (SRS) (Appendix G). This 
9 item scale, developed by Burt (1980), assesses the degree 
to which respondents endorse sex role stereotypes. Burt 
(1980) found a correlation of .45 for women between scores 
on the SRS and the Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMAS), and a 
correlation of .52 for men on these measures. The scale was 
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developed from pretests us i ng large item pools. From results 
of the pretests, an init i al inter v iew f or m was de ve lo ped 
wi th 
the 
appr ox i mate ly 
fi nal s c ale. 
twice as many i tems as were desi r ed f o r 
An i tem analys i s was conducted on the 
i nit i al inter v iew form , whi c h re su lted i n n i ne i tems be i ng 
retai ned f or t he f in a l s c ale. The Cr onba c h alpha re li ab ili t y 
f o r th is s c a l e= . 80 , based o n an administration to a random 
s ampl e of 598 adults ( aged 18 years and o lder ) re s id in g in 
Minne so t a . 
The items on this sca l e are s cored on a 7 point Likert 
scale rang i ng f ro m strong ly agree t o str o ngl y disagree. For 
sc or i ng purp oses , response sco res were coded so that a high 
score i ndi c ated a greater acceptance of se x role 
stere oty pes. Scores on this measure range from 9 to 63. 
Tolerance for 
The TSHI , sh own in 
Reill y , and Howard 
Se xual Harassment Inventory (TSHI). 
Appen dix H, was de ve l oped by Lott, 
(1982 ). It is a ten item scale which 
measures a cc eptance of se xuall y harassing beha v iors . Scores 
on t hi s scale have been found to correlate positivel y for 
men with self-reported assaultive beha v ior and endorsement 
of a likelihood to rape question, and f o r both men and 
women , wi th a cc eptance of rape myths and ad versar i al se xual 
relati ons ( Reill y, Lott , Caldwell, & Deluca, in press ) . 
Eac h item is scored on a seven point Likert Scale, 
ranging from ( strongly agree ) to 7 (strongly disagree ) . 
Responses were coded so that low scores indicated 
nonacceptance of 
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harassment and high scores i ndicated 
tolerance of harassment. 
The scale was initially tested on 927 male and female 
undergraduate students, 
at the and employees 
utilized again in a 
graduate students, faculty, staff 
Uni versity of Rhode Island. It was 
fo llo w-up study (Reilly, Lott & 
Gallogly, 1986) which assessed the se xual harassment 
e xperiences of 393 male and female undergraduate and 
graduate students at the University of Rhode Island by male 
and female professors, staff, and graduate assistants. The 
Cronbach's alpha reliability coefficient for this scale, 
deri ve d from this sample, is .78. The Guttman split-half 
reliability coefficient is .83. In addition, a principle 
components analysis with varimax rotation revealed three 
factors (with eigenvalues greater than 1 .0) designated as: 
flirtations 
beliefs. 
are natural, pro voc ative behavior, and feminist 
Scores on this measure range from 10 to 70. 
Rape Myth Acceptance Scale (RMAS) (Appendix I). Burt 
(1980) utilized the same procedure and data base to develop 
the RMAS scale as was done for the SRS scale, described 
above. The RMAS consists of 19 items which are designed to 
measure the degree to which one endorses common rape myths. 
For purposes of this study, only the first 11 items were 
included. Each item is scored on a seven point basis 
ranging from (1) strongly agree to (7) strongly disagree. 
The Cronbach alpha reliability for this scale= .875. Scores 
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on this measure range from 11 to 77. 
Procedure 
Following approval by the Institutional Review Board, 
student participants were recruited from various psychology, 
sociology, speech, and human development counseling and 
family studies courses . No renumeration was offered for 
their participation, but all students and parents who 
volunteered were entered into drawings for $25.00 gift 
certificates to the University Bookstore. In addition, some 
instructors gave their students extra credit for their 
participation. Extra credit consisted of extra points 
towards a final grade, with the specific number of points 
being determined by each instructor. The sample was 
accidental in type. The investigator chose to survey social 
science classes, where this topic would be of interest and 
relevance to the students' course of study. Also, these 
classes provided access to student participants who 
represented a wide range of majors and class levels. 
Prior to participation in the study, respondents were 
given the following brief description: "This is a study 
which is designed to explore: 1) attitudes and beliefs about 
the behavior of young men and women toward each other in 
their everyday lives, including their romantic and sexual 
behavior, and 2) communication between young adults and 
their parents. In addition, your parents will be surveyed 
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so that we may learn more about their attitudes and beliefs 
as well." Respondents from intact families were a sked to 
in v ite both of their parents to participate in the study. 
Respondents from single-parent families were asked to invite 
the parent with whom the y ha ve lived over the l ast fi ve 
years, and those from non - int act families were asked to 
in v ite the two parents (either both parents or one parent 
and one step -parent ) with whom they have had the most 
contact over t he last fi ve years. Respondents were informed 
that their participation o r non-participation in the study 
would not affe ct thei r status with their professors. They 
were assured t ha t their responses, as well as those of their 
parents, would r emain confidential, and that anyone would be 
allowed to withdraw from the study at any time. In 
add itio n, the y were asked not to discuss their responses 
with their pare nts until after all family responses had been 
complet ed and returned. 
Student respondents were then asked to fill out a data 
pa ck et which 
Appendices 
demographic 
J 
included: 
and K), 
two 
and a 
informed consent forms (s ee 
quest io nnaire 
items, communication, attitud i nal 
containing: 
and belief 
measures described abo ve, and one date rape vignette. These 
forms were completed during pre - arranged appointment times , 
in a group administration in a classroom setting. The 
quest ionnair es took ab out 20 -25 minutes to co mplete, and the 
inv est i gat o r remained in the room during the administration 
to answer any questions. Included on the student's co py of 
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the informed consent form which they kept were the names and 
telephone numbers of resource persons who could be contacted 
i f someone wished to discuss any issues raised in the study. 
All respondents were asked to sign their names on the 
informed consent sheets. ( Students were also asked to 
include the names of their parents, and parents were asked 
to include the names of their children, for the purpose of 
keep i ng a record of names of students who received extra 
credit for their participation, and for coding of each 
parent-student pair.) No identifying data were included in 
the body of the questionnaire. To ensure confidentiality of 
responses, the researcher's copy of the informed consent 
sheet was separated from each questionnaire, and each was 
coded with a matching identification number. Upon 
completion and return of their data packets, the students 
furnished the investigator with the names and addresses of 
their parents so that research packets could be mailed to 
them for individual completion at their home(s). 
The parents' research packet included a form letter 
signed by their daughter or son requesting their cooperation 
(see Appendices L-0,) as well as a letter from the 
investigator describing the study and requesting their 
participation (see Appendices P-S). In addition, parents 
received informed consent forms (see Appendices T and U), 
and the same questionnaire (using the Parent Form of the 
Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale) given to the 
students. Parental research forms were returned directly to 
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the investigator in pre-addressed, postage-paid envelopes. 
Parents' packets also included the previously mentioned list 
of names and telephone numbers of the investigator and other 
resource persons in the e vent they wished to discuss an y 
issues raised in the study. None of the parents or students 
c alled in with any questions. In order to encourage parents 
to return their questionnaires, a follow-up postcard was 
mailed out as a reminder if the questionnaires had not been 
received wi thin two weeks. 
RESULTS 
Preliminary Analyses 
Cronbach alpha reliabilities were calculated for the 
student sample and parent sample for the PACS, SRS, TSHI, 
and RMA scales. The alpha coefficients for the student 
sample were as follows: PACS-Mother = .90 , PACS-Father = 
.90, SRS = 
coefficients 
.71, TSHI = 
utilized in 
item version , 
c alculated to 
.65, TSHI = .77, and RMA = .80. The alpha 
for the parent sample were: PACS = .87, SRS = 
.74, and RMA = .78. Since the RMA scale 
this research was shorter than the original 19 
the Spearman Brown prophecy formula was 
assess the theoretical reliabilit y of the 11 
item version. The results indicated that Spearman Brown= 
.80 , which equals the RMA alpha coefficient for the student 
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sample, and is very close to the RMA alpha coefficient for 
the parent sample. 
Assessment of Order Effe cts . A series of five one-way 
ANOVAS was performed to determine if there were any 
signif ic ant order effects regarding the presentation of the 
date rape vignette questions, which were systematically 
varied in f ou r orders . (Th e item ordering for purposes of 
data anal ys is was as follows: ORV item 1 assessed Bob's 
responsibilty, ORV item 2 assessed Cathy's responsibility, 
ORV item 3 assessed the justifiability of Bob' actions, ORV 
item 4 assessed Cathy's level of enjoyment of the encounter, 
and ORV item 5 asked whether or not a rape occurred.) Four 
of the analyses were non-significant at the .05 level. For 
ORV item 1, F (3, 805) = .4 3, p = .74. For ORV item 3, F 
(3, 805) = 1.35, p = .26. For ORV item 4, F (3, 805) = 1.16, 
p = . 33 . For DRV item 5, F (3, 805) = 2.02, p = .11 . An 
order effect was noted for ORV item 2, F (3, 805) = 2.82, p 
< .04, but a Tukey A follow-up procedure indicated that no 
two groups were significantly different at the .05 level. 
( Ranges for the .05 level were : 3.65, 3 .65, and 3.65). It 
does not appear, then, that the initial finding of an 
order effect is meaningful in this case. Cochrans C test for 
homogeniety of variance was calc ulated for each of the above 
analyses. (For ORV 1, Cochrans C = .27, p = . 54 . For ORV 2, 
Cochr ans C = .2 9, p = . 10 . For ORV 3, Cochrans C = .27, p = 
.78. For ORV 4, Cochrans C = .28 , p = . 26. For ORV 5, 
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Cochrans C = .34, p < .001.) The only signif i cant finding 
( ORV 5) was most likely due to the large number of degrees 
of freedom 
v iolation of 
(808) in this design rat her than to an actua l 
homogeniety of variance . (Other significant 
Cochrans C test results , which will be mentioned below, also 
may be attributed to the large number of degrees of freedom 
in each of the anal yses . ) 
In o rder to assess an y significant order effects from 
the presentat io n of the PACS-Mother and PACS-Father scales, 
two one-way ANOVAS were calculated. For the PACS-Mother 
analysis, F ( 1, 302) = . 82, p = .37. For the PACS-FAther 
anal ysis , F (1, 302) = .03 , p = . 87. Due to the non-
significant findings, it can be noted that the 
counterbalancing of these communication scales was effective 
i n offsetting any potential response bias due to order 
effects. Cochrans C test was c alculated for both of these 
anal yses with non-significant results. ( For the PACS-
Mother analysis, Cochrans C = .5 2, p = .63. For the PACS-
Father analysis, Cochrans C = .54 , p = .39. ) 
Comparison of Students Wi th and Wi thout Parental 
Responses. 
significant 
In order to assess whether or not there were any 
differences in students' ratings of parent-
student communication between students whose parents did not 
return their ques tionnaires ( 13.1% of the sample) and those 
who did, two two-way ANOVAS were performed to c ompare 
students' gender x parent category on their PACS-Mother and 
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PACS-Father communication scores, respectively. Results of 
the two-way ANOVA comparing gender x parent category on the 
PACS-Mother scores revealed a significant main effect for 
parent category, F = (3, 309 ) = 3 .51 , p < .02., while the 
main effect for gender was non-significant, F (1, 309 ) = 
. 03, p = .86, and there were no significant inte ract ions, F 
(3, 309 ) = 1.47, p = . 22. The Tukey A follow-up test 
indicated that there were no signific ant differences between 
groups at the . 05 level. (Ranges= 3 .66, 3 .66, and 3.66. ) 
As such, the differences noted in mean scores between 
the four parent category groups do not appear to be 
meaningful. Results from the two-way ANOVA (ge nder x parent 
category) on the PACS-Father scores were not significant, F 
(4, 299) = 1 .43, p = . 23 . Cochrans C test was calculated 
for both of the above two-way analyses. Results for the 
PACS-Mother analysis were non-significant at the . 01 level, 
Cochrans C = . 35, p = .02. For PACS-Father, Cochrans C = 
. 30, p = . 32, also a non-significant finding. 
In order to assess any significant differences in SRS, 
TSHI, RMA, and ORV scores between students whose parents 
participated in the study and those whose parents did not 
participate, a series of one -wa y ANOVAS was calculated . The 
one-way ANOVA comparing SRS scores by ·parent category was 
sign i ficant, F (3, 316) = 2 .65 , p < . 05, but follow-up 
testing indicated no significant group differences at the 
.05 level. (Tukey A ranges = 3.66, 3 .66 , and 3.66.) 
Cochrans C test of homogeneity of variance was also 
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calculated, with significant findings (Cochrans C = . 45, p < 
. 001 ) . The one - way ANOVA comparing TSHI scores by parent 
categor y was not significant, F (3, 316 ) = 1 . 17, p = .32. 
Coc hrans C test was also non - significant, ( Cochrans C = .29, 
p = . 42). The one-way ANOVA comparing RMA scores by pa rent 
categor y was s i gnif i cant, F (3, 316 ) = 3.02, p < . 03, and 
the Tuke y A fo l low-up test indicated that the RMA scores of 
students wi th no parents responding (x = 20 . 6) were 
significantl y lower ( at the .05 level) th a n the scores of 
students with fathers only responding, (x = 28 . 36 ). This 
f i nding may be due to the fact tha t th e numbe r of st ud ents 
in both of these groups were very small (N = 17 and N = 42, 
rather than reflecting any meaningful respectively ) , 
differences between these two groups . There were no 
s i gnificant differences noted bet ween stude nts with no 
parenta l responses and those with mothers only responding or 
those with both parents responding . Cochrans C test was 
non-significant at the . 01 level, Cochrans C = . 34, p = .02 . 
There wer e no significant differences noted between students 
without parental participation and those with parental 
participation on their DRY scores. For DRY 1, F (3, 316) = 
1 . 43, p = .23. (Cochrans C :;: .47, p < . 001.) For ORV 2' F 
( 3 I 3 16 ) = 1 • 86 I p = . 1 4 . (Cochrans C = • 51 1 p < . 001 . ) For 
DRY 3 , F ( 3' 3 16) = 2 . 16, p = .09 . (Cochrans C = . 43, p < 
. 001 . ) For DRY 4, F ( 3' 316 ) = 1 . 7 8, p = . 1 5. (Cochrans C = 
.40 . p < . 001 . ) For ORV 5' F ( 3' 316) = • 32 1 p = . 81 . 
(Co c hrans C = . 31 , p = . 1 4. ) 
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overall , then , the abo ve prel i minar y anal yses indicated 
that there were no sig n if i cant o rder e ff ects fo r th e 
PACS-Mother and PACS-Father sca l es, or f or the DRY i tems 
1-5 . In 
between 
additio n , the r e were no s i gn if icant d if feren c es 
s tudents wit h pare ntal participation and students 
wit hout pa re nta l parti c ipati on. 
Anal yses of Pred ic t i ons 
The means and standard deviations for students' and 
parents ' total sc o res on the PACS, DRY, SRS, TSHI, and RMA 
s ca l es are presented in Tables 3-4 . 
The PACS scores were grouped into open, average, and 
problem communication categories according to the 
d i stribut i on of scores for the present sample. In order to 
in s ure that eac h categor y (open, average, and problem ) had 
an equal percentage of mother-student or father-student 
scores, each s ample was divided into equal thirds. The 
distributi on of s cores for the mother-student sample was 
sl i ghtl y d i fferent from the father - student sample , whi c h 
r esulted in a s l i ght difference in ranges for each sample. 
The grouped categ o ries f or Student and Mother-PA CS average 
s co r e s were: 
the rang e , 
mid-range , x 
Open ( s cores from 49 - 75 , in the upper th i rd of 
x = 57 . 3) , Average ( s cores from 38-48 . 5 , i n the 
= 42 . 8 ) , and Problem (s cores from 20- 37 . 5 , in 
t he bott om third of the range, x = 33 . 7 ) . The gr ouped 
c ategories f o r Student and Father-PACS a verage scores were: 
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Open ( scores fr om 52-78.5, i n the upper thi r d of t he r ange , 
x = 59.8 ), Ave r age ( s c ores fr om 42-51 .5 i n the mi d- ra nge , x 
= 4 6.5 ) , and Pr oblem ( scores from 20 -41 . 5 , in the bottom 
t hi r d of th e r ange, x = 3 6 .3). 
In orde r t o test the pred i ct io ns that 1) there woul d be 
signifi c antl y 
mother-student 
c ommunic at i on 
greater differences 
and father - student 
famil i es than in 
on each 
dyads 
average 
measure f o r 
in problem 
and open 
communi cation fami li es, and in average communication 
families than in open communication families, an d 2) across 
all communicat i on levels , there would be greater differences 
in attitudes and beliefs between different-gender dyads 
c ompared wi th same - gender dyads, two MANOVAS were calculate d 
to analyze the mother-student and the father-student data 
separatel y . Each MANOVA was a 2 x 3 analysis ( composition of 
dyad : same vs . d i fferent gender x level of famil y 
commun i c at ion : open, average, and problem ) . Each anal ysis 
utilized parent-student difference scores on the ORV, SRS, 
TSHI , and RMA measures. This design was chosen over a s i ng l e 
MANOVA design which would include both the mother-student 
and father-student data due to the f act that sons and 
daughters pro vi ded s cores fo r both of the i r parents, and the 
sa mple size was too sma ll for the l arger des i gn. In 
add i tion , the s ingle design woul d be confounded by having 
two sc o r es from some s tudents ( those with both parents 
part i c i pating ) and one score from other students . The 
wea kness i nherent i n the two independent MANOVAS design is 
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that interactions between mother and father dyads could not 
be assessed. 
Mother-Student Dyads . The 2 (dyad composition: same vs . 
different gender ) x 3 (l evel of fami ly communication) MAN0VA 
calculated on the mother-student difference scores on the 
DRV, SRS, TSHI, and RMA measures re vealed no significant 
differences for the main effect of communication level ( F 
[16,490] = 1 .21, p = .26 ) o r for the interaction effect 
between dyad composition and communication level (F [16,490] 
= .55, p = .92 ). Thus, the general prediction that attitude 
and bel i ef differences between mother-student dyads would be 
r elated to level of family communication was not supported. 
There was, however, a significant main effect for dyad 
co mposition (F [8,245] = 4.24, p < .001). Results from 
this analysis are described in Table 5. Follow-up one-way 
ANOVAS revealed significant dyad composition differences on 
the SRS (F [1,252] = 23.51, p < .001) , TSHI ( F [1,252] = 
16.36, p < .001), and RMA (F [1,252] = 17.36, p < .001) 
measures. Mothers and daughters differed significantly on 
the SRS measure, (x difference score= 3.38), with daughters 
scoring significantly lower in SRS than mothers. This 
finding did not support the prediction that same gender 
pa i rs would be more similar in attitudes and beliefs than 
different gender pairs. On the TSHI and RMA measures, 
mothers and sons showed significant differences (x 
d i fference score for TSHI = -8.74, x difference score for 
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RMA = -4.22) with sons scoring significantly higher in TSHI 
and RMA than their mothers. This finding did support the 
above mentioned prediction. These results are shown in 
Tables 6-8. 
There were no significant differences between mothers 
and students on any of the ORV variables. For DRV1, F 
( 1 , 258) = 1 . 76, p = . 18. For DRV2, F ( 1,258) = 4. 21 , p = 
. 1 8 . For DRV 3 , F ( 1 , 2 5 8) = . 1 5 , p = . 7 0. For ORV 4 , F 
(1,258) = .52, p = .47. For DRV5, F (1,258) = 3.4, p = 
.07. Cochrans C univariate homogeneity of variance tests 
were non-significant at the .01 level for all variables with 
the exception of DRV3. (Cochrans C [85,3] = .32, p < .001.) 
These findings indicated that both mother-daughter and 
mother-son dyads were similar (showed no significant 
differences ) in their responses to the date rape vignette. 
Father-Student Dyads. The 2 (dyad composition) x 3 
(level of family communication) MANOVA calculated on the 
father-student difference scores on the ORV, SRS, TSHI, and 
RMA measures revealed no significant differences for the 
main effect of communication level (F [16,428] = 1 .13, p = 
.32) or the interaction effect between dyad composition 
and communication level (F [16,428] - . 76, p = . 73). 
Consistent with the mother-student analysis, this analysis 
also did not provide support for the prediction of father-
student differences in attitudes and beliefs related to 
level of family communication. 
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As was true for the mother-student sample, the mai n 
effect for dyad compos i ti on was sign i f ic ant ( F [8,2 14] = 
2 . 88, p < .0 05 ) . These r esu l ts are seen in Tab l e 9 . 
Fol lo w-up one-wa y ANOVAS re vealed significant differences on 
t he TSHI ( F [1 ,22 1] = 17 .59, p < .001) and RMA (F [1 , 22 1] = 
7.66 , p < . 00 6 ) measures. Fathers and sons d i ffered 
s ign i f ic ant ly on the TSHI measure , (x difference score= 
-4.68 ) wit h s ons sc oring significant l y higher in TSHI than 
their fat hers . This finding did not support the prediction 
of more similarit y in same gender pairs than opposite gender 
pairs. On the RMA measure , however, this prediction was 
su pported. There were sig ni ficant differences noted between 
fathers and daughters (x difference score = 2.97 ) with 
daughters s co ring sign i f ic antly lower in RMA than their 
fathers. These results are shown in Tables 10-11. 
There were no significant differences found be t ween 
fathers and students on any o f the ORV variables. For ORV1, 
F ( 1 , 226 ) = . 1 6, p = . 69. For ORV2, F ( 1 , 226 ) = 1 . 23, p = 
. 2 7. For DRV3, F (1,226 ) = .34, p = .56. For DRV4, F 
( 1,2 26 ) = . 45, p = .50. Fo r ORV5, F (1,226 ) = .74, p = .39 . 
Cochrans C tests were non-significant at the .01 level for 
all variables with the e xc eption of DRV4 ( Cochrans C [37,6] 
= . 33, p < .001) and DRV5 (Cochrans C (37,6) = .29, p = 
.005 ). Consistent with the mother-student ORV analyses , 
these findings indicated that both father-son and father-
daughter d yads were similar ( showed no signif i cant 
differences ) in their reponses to the date rape vignette. 
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Additional Analyses: Gender Differences 
A series of one-way AN0YAS assessed differences in 
famil y communication as well as attitudes and beliefs 
between male and female students. No significant 
differences 
on the 
PACS-Father 
were found on 
PACS-Mother (F 
scales (F 
ratings of family communication 
[1,315] = .15, p = . 70) and 
[1,305] = .0001, p = .97), but 
significant differences were found on the SRS (F [1,318] = 
31.44, p < .0001), TSHI (F [1,318] = 71.58, p < .0001), and 
RMA (F [1,318) = 37.64, p < .0001) measures. In each of 
these measures, women students scored significantly lower 
than the men, indicating that they endorsed fewer sex role 
stereotypes, evidenced less tolerance for sexual harassment, 
and were less accepting of rape myths. These analyses are 
shown in Tables 12-14. There were no significant 
differences between male and female students on their 
responses to the first three questions on the date rape 
v ignette. (For DRY1, F [1,318) = 1 .55, p = .21. For DRY2, 
F [1,318)= 2.69, p = . 10. For DRY3, F [1,318] = .001, p = 
. 99.) However, significant differences were found for DRY4, 
(F (1,318] = 6.28, p <= .01) and DRY5 (F [1,318] = 11.46, p 
< .0008 ) . In both instances, women disagreed more strongly 
than men that Cathy had enjoyed the sexual encounter , and 
agreed more strongly that a rape had occurred. These 
results are shown in Tables 15-16. Hartley's Fmax tests for 
unequal N were calculated for each of the above analyses, 
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with non-significant results at the .01 le vel . 
A series of one-wa y ANOVAS was also calculated to 
compare differences between mothers' and fathers' total sum 
scores on the PACS, DRV, SRS, TSHI, AND RMA measures. No 
significant differences were found between mothers' and 
fathers' level of communicat i on with either their sons or 
daughters. ( F [1,488] = 2.93, p = .09 .) Significant 
differences were noted between mothers and fathers on the 
SRS ( F [1,487] = 20.05, p < .0001 ) , TSHI (F [1,487] = 31.05, 
p < .0001 ) , and RMA (F [1, 487] = 3.95, p < .05) measures. 
Mothers scored consistently lower than fathers on these 
scales, whic h indicates that they endorsed fewer sex r o le 
stereotypes, were less tolerant of sexual harassment, and 
less accepting of rape myths . These results are shown in 
Tables 17-19. Significant differences were also noted on 
the DRY 1 ( F [ 1 , 48 7] = 3. 89, p < • 05 ) , and DRY 4 ( F [ 1 , 48 7] = 
5.31, p < .02) measures. Mothers rated Bob with a greater 
degree of responsibility for the sexual encounter than did 
fathers, and rated Cathy as having more dislike for the 
se xual encounter. These results are shown in Tables 20-21. 
Hartley's Fmax tests for for unequal N were calculated for 
each of the above analyses, with non-significant f i nd i ngs on 
all variables at the .01 level, with the e xception of DRV3 
( Hartle y 's Fmax [2 , 260] = 1.00, p < .01. This significant 
finding may be attributed to the large number of degrees of 
freedom in this design. 
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DISCUSSION 
The present study found no support for the significance 
of level of family communication (open, average, or problem ) 
in relation to intergenerational similarities and 
differences in attitudes and beliefs about se x ual assault 
and se xual harassment. This finding was true for both 
same-gender and different-gender intergenerational dyads. 
It is instructive that the present sample admitted to having 
generally less open communication than the normative sample 
reported by Olson, et al. (1982), which should increase the 
confidence we can have in the present findings, since the 
sample used in this study had a greater range of responses. 
The conclusion that there is not a relationship between 
level of family communication and the particular attitudes 
studied in this investigation is supported by other 
findings. Heck (1986) surveyed 197 male and female college 
students using only the RMA and PACS scales and found no 
significant relationship between the students' RMA scores 
and their perceived communication level with their parents. 
Parents were not included in Heck's research. 
The present findings regarding the influence of dyad 
c omposition (same versus different gender ) of 
intergenerational pairs on 
se xual a ss ault and sexual 
for 
attitudes and beliefs about 
harassment are noteworth y on 
both the mother-student and various levels. 
father - student 
First, 
anal yses, the intergenerat i onal pairs 
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(regardless of gender composition ) were similar ( showed no 
sign i ficant differences in their scores ) on most of the 
measu r es be i ng studied , which argues in favor of the idea 
th at parents may have some influence over their sons' and 
daughters' formation of attitudes and beliefs in this 
doma i n. 
In l ooking at intergenerational differences in beliefs 
and 
to 
attitudes 
note that 
based on dyad composition, it is interesting 
where differences were significant , female 
scored significantly lower in the attitude 
than did their parents (females were 
lower in SRS than their mothers and 
lower in RMA than their fathers), while males 
students always 
being measured 
significantly 
significantl y 
scored significantly higher in the measured attitudes than 
did their parents (significantly higher in TSHI and RMA than 
their mothers, as well as significantly higher in TSHI than 
their fathers). These results are consistent with Roper and 
Labeff's (1977) intergenerational research which found that 
women (from both of the generations studied) were higher in 
their endorsement of feminist attitudes and egalitarian 
relationships than were men, who tended to endorse more 
traditional attitudes about female sex roles. In addition, 
i t also supports Slevin and Wingrove's ( 1983) 
intergenerational research which found that women in the 
younger generation tended t o endorse mo re profemi n i st 
attitudes than did their mothers or grandmothers. The 
finding t hat men s tudents were less pr of emi nist than the i r 
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fathers i n tolerance for s e xu a l har assme nt is not ewo rthy . 
While previous research ( Lott et a l ., [198 2 ] ) has indi c ated 
that ol der r espondents we r e l ess to l erant of sexu a l 
harassm e nt t han were younge r respond ents, th ese differences 
have not 
pairs. 
harassment 
bee n 
Perhaps 
th an 
assessed p r e viously with i ntergene ration a l 
fathe r s are l ess tolerant of se xual 
th e ir so ns due to the amount of t i me they 
hav e spe nt in the wo rk forc e, where the y ma y have become 
aware of p r oblems with sexual harassment on the job. Also, 
fathers may be more conc erned about th is issue as it can 
potentially impact their own daughters or sons. 
The pred i ction that same-gender pairs would be more 
similar i n attitu des and beliefs t han opposite-gender pairs 
was only partially supported. While mothers were more 
similar t o t heir daughters than their so ns, differing only 
on on e variable ( SRS) compared with daughters, while 
differing on two variables ( TSHI and RMA) compared with 
sons, fathers only differed on one variable for both sons 
(TSHI) and daughters (RMA) . 
Compared with the parent-student dyads, more 
significant differences emerged in attitudes and beliefs 
about se xual assault and se xual harassment when anal yzing 
total scores for mother-father dyads and female-male student 
dya ds. Within e ach generation, gender appears to be a more 
s al i ent va r ia b le in determining attitudes and beliefs in 
this doma i n than it is for the intergenerational anal ys es. 
In all insta nces , the present results were consistent with 
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previous research on gender differences in SRS, TSHI, and 
RMA scores. Both mothers and f emale students endorsed fewer 
sex role stereotypes, evidenced less tolerance for sexual 
haras s ment, and were less ac c epting of c ommon rape myt h s 
than were their male peers ( fathers and students , 
respectivel y) . In addition, the mother-father differences, 
as well as the fema l e-male student differences in response 
to the date rape vignette , were always in the direction of 
the women being less victim blaming, a finding that is also 
consistent with previous research. In this study, female 
students 
than did 
said they were more certain that a rape occurred 
male students, and viewed the victim as disliking 
sexual encounter more than did the male students. the 
Mothers viewed Bob as more responsible for the sexual 
encounter than did fathers, and they also believed that 
Cathy disliked the se x ual encounter more than did fathers. 
It is important to note that while the above gender 
differences on these attitudinal and belief measures were 
found to be statistically significant, the women and men 
from both generations generally attributed most of the 
responsibility for the sexual encounter to Bob, while 
viewing Cathy as minimally responsible. Most respondents 
also rated Cathy as disliking the sexual encounter, viewed 
Bo b as not being justified in his actions, and agreed that a 
rape occurred. 
suggest that, 
The gender differences, while small, still 
in general, men continue to be more 
traditional, conservative and sexist than women in their 
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attitudes and beliefs about sexual assault and se x ua l 
harassment . The se small gender differences were not ed in 
the participants' written responses to the item as k ing 
respondents to explain their answer to the quest io n , " In 
yo ur opinion, did a rape occur? " The following gender 
differences in comments were tabulated: 
1 • 
without 
87% of 
students , 
fathers. 
Respondents who stated that a rape had occurred 
any quali fic a t ion of their judgement included 
the female students, compared to 78.5% of the male 
and 7 1% o f the mothers, compared to 68.4% of the 
2. Respondents who indicated that a rape occurred, but 
also stated that Cathy had used poor judgement included 7.5% 
of the female students, compared to 8.3% of the male 
students , and 10.8% of the mothers, compared to 9 . 3% of the 
fathers . 
3. Respondents who indicated that a rape occurred, but 
added that Cathy should have fought or resisted Bob more 
adamantly included 3% of the female students, compared to 
3.3% of the male students, and 3. 9% of the mothers, compared 
to 5.8% of the fathers . 
4 . Respondents who did not believe that a rape 
occ urred included 1% of the female students, compared to 
4.1% o f the male students, and 2 . 3% of the mothers, compared 
to 3.6% of the fathers. 
5. Resp o nses that attributed some blame to the victim 
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were given by 12% of the female students, compared to 19% of 
the male students, and 21 .2% of the mothers, compared to 
21 .3% of the fathers. 
Some methodological issues need to be mentioned as a 
context for consideration of the significant findings in the 
present study. First, the sample was accidental in type 
and, as such, does not reflect a representative samp l ing of 
the general population. It was appropriate to utilize 
college students ( as well as their parents) for this 
research, as they are part of an age group which is at high 
risk for experiencing sexual violence in their dating 
relationships (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987). However, 
college students may well be different in attitudes and 
beliefs than their non-college educated peers, and their 
parents may differ from their lesser-educated peers' parents 
as well, limiting the generalizability of these findings. 
In addition, the sample consisted solely of volunteer 
participants, who could be different in attitudes and 
beliefs from those who did not choose to participate in this 
study, (Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1975). Another methodological 
consideration involves the wording of the date rape 
vignette. Although this vignette was judged by four experts 
in the area of sexual assault and sexual harassment to be 
appropriately and realistically worded, there were some 
comments from both students and parents that the scenario 
was too strictly worded, or that it may have been too 
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obvious that a rape had occurred. On the one hand , these 
comments may reflect a positive change in att i tudes and 
understanding of the serious nature of date rape. On the 
other hand, it would be interesting to compare the present 
scenario with a second scenario which omits the evidence of 
physical force on Bob's part, but retains Cathy's level of 
protest against the rapeo (This second vignette has been 
used in a follow-up study by the present investigator , but 
the results are not yet analyzed.) 
Given these methodological concerns, the results of 
the present research need to be interpreted cautiously. 
However, the results can also provide investigators with 
tentative important information regarding intergenerational 
comparisons of attitudes and beliefs about sexual assault 
and sexual harassment which have not previously been 
assessed. 
The present findings support the need for continued 
education in the area of raising community awareness 
regarding the prevalence of sexual assault and sexual 
harassment, as well as understanding and challenging the 
attitudes 
Fischer 
students 
includes 
and 
(1986a ) 
beliefs that support this type of violence. 
has shown that appropriate education of 
taking a human sexuality course which ( i . e. , 
in its content discussions about rape, and the 
negative attitudes toward women that continue to promote 
this form of violence) can result in significant changes 
in attitudes, so that students of both genders in her study 
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became more r e j ecting of date rape, more certain that date 
rape was considered to be rap e , and slightly more l ibera l in 
th e ir attitudes toward women. More recent ly, Jacqueline 
Kukuchi, coo rdinator o f the Cranston Rape Crisis Center 
Ado le scen t Awareness Program, has noted that the assault 
awareness workshops given t o students at both private and 
pu bli c elementary and high schools in Rhode Island ha ve 
helped in c hanging yo unger students' attitudes about sexual 
assault ( Banks , 1988). 
Summary and Conclusions 
The present study compared intergenerational attitudes 
and bel i efs about sexual assault and sexual harassment. 
These attitudes and be l iefs were assessed by comparing 
respondents scores regarding: 1 ) the level of family 
communication (open, average, and problem ) of 
intergenerational dyads, and 2) the gender composition (same 
versus different) of intergenerational dyads. It was 
predicted that there would be significantly greater 
differences in attitudes and beliefs on the SRS, TSHI, RMA, 
and ORV measures in families with problem communication than 
in fam ili es with average and open communication, and in 
a verage commun ic ations families than in open communication 
families. This prediction was not supported. Level of 
famil y communication did not prove to be a significant 
variable in determining similarities and differences in 
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intergenerational dyads. This finding suggests the 
i mportance of gender as a cultural variab l e over a ll lev els 
of family communication. 
It was also predicted that across all communication 
levels, same-gender intergenerational dyads would be more 
similar in attitudes and beliefs about sexual assault and 
se xu al harassment than different-gender dyads. There was 
only partial support for this prediction. Mother-daughter 
dyads were slightly more similar (only differing on SRS) in 
attitudes and beliefs than mother-son dyads (differing in 
TSHI and RMA) . However, father-daughter and father-son 
dyads both differed on only one variable. (Sons were 
significantly higher in TSHI than their fathers, while 
daughters were significantly lower in RMA than their 
fathers.) It is noteworthy that regardless of the gender 
composition of the intergenerational pairs, parents and 
students tended to be similar in most of the variables 
measured, 
influe nc e 
which suggests that parents may have some 
over their sons' and daughters' attitudes and 
beliefs in this domain in a manner which is not assessed by 
level of family communication. 
Additional analyses comparing gender differences within 
each generation on all variables found that both mothers 
and women students endorsed significantly fewer se x role 
stereotypes, were 
less accepting of 
less tolerant of sexual harassment, and 
rape myths than were their male peers. 
In addition, women in both generations were more certain 
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that Cathy disliked the se xual encounter than were the i r 
male c ounterparts. In genera l , the gender d i fferen ces 
seen in the present stud y support pre v ious fi ndings in this 
area, and suggest that men st i l l tend to be more traditi ona l 
in thei r attitudes and be l iefs about se xual assau l t and 
se xual harassment than women. With regard to to l erance 
f o r se xua l harassment , men students were less profeminist 
t han t hei r f athers, whi ch suggests that they are more 
traditiona l ,n t h is domain than their fathers and do not 
v i ew se xual harassment as a serious problem. 
These f i ndings support the need for continued education 
for all age levels in the area of sexual assault and se xual 
harassment. In particular, it is important to continue to 
look at gender as well as parental and societal influences 
as important variables i n the transm i ssion of attitudes and 
beliefs in this domai n . 
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Table 1 
Description of Student Sample (N = 320) 
Characteristic 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
X = 
S.D. = 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Ethnicity 
European American 
African American 
Asian American 
Hispanic American 
Females' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
57 
(2 8.8% ) 
44 
(22 .2% ) 
47 
( 23.7%) 
33 
(16.7%) 
1 1 
(5.6%) 
6 
(3 .0% ) 
19.6 
1 • 4 
198 
( 61 . 9%) 
175 
(88 .4%) 
10 
(5.1%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
5 
(2.5%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
(Percent ) 
31 
(2 5.4%) 
34 
(2 7.9%) 
21 
( 1 7 • 2%) 
19 
( 1 5. 6%) 
11 
(9.0%) 
6 
(4.9%) 
19.7 
1 • 5 
122 
( 38 . 1 % ) 
104 
(85 .2% ) 
10 
(8 . 2%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
4 
(3.3%) 
61 
Total 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
88 
(2 7.5% ) 
78 
(2 4.5% ) 
68 
( 21 . 3%) 
52 
(16.3%) 
22 
(6.9% ) 
12 
( 3.7% ) 
19.6 
1 • 4 
198 
( 61 . 9%) 
122 
( 38. 1 % ) 
279 
(87.2%) 
20 
(6.3%) 
1 
(0 .3% ) 
9 
(2.8%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Ethnicit y 
Native American 
Other 
Marital Status 
Single 
Cohabiting / Unmarried 
Married 
Marital Status 
of Parents 
Never Married 
Separated 
Widowed 
Cohabiting / Unmarried 
Married 
Divorced 
Divorced, 
Mother Remarried 
Females ' 
Frequency 
Percent) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
5 
(2. 5%) 
192 
(97 .0 %) 
4 
(2.0%) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
4 
(2.0%) 
3 
( 1 . 5%) 
8 
(4.0%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
137 
(69 .2% ) 
20 
(10 .1% ) 
1 1 
(5 .6% ) 
Males' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
1 1 9 
(97.5%) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
1 
( 0.8%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
4 
(3 .3%) 
5 
( 4.1%) 
1 
( 0.8% ) 
83 
(6 8.0% ) 
12 
(9.8%) 
6 
(4.9%) 
62 
Total 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
4 
( 1 . 3%) 
7 
(2.2%) 
311 
(97 .2% ) 
6 
( 1 • 9% ) 
3 
(0 .9% ) 
4 
( 1 . 3%) 
7 
(2 .2% ) 
1 3 
(4. 1%) 
2 
(0 .6% ) 
220 
(68.8%) 
32 
( 10. 0%) 
1 7 
(5.3%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Marital Status 
of Par!3n! & 
Di vo rced, 
Father Remarried 
Divorced , 
Both Remarried 
Religion 
Catholic 
Agnost ic/ Atheist 
Jewish 
·1 s 1 ami c 
Protestant 
Other 
Missin g Data 
Mother's Religion 
Catholic 
Agnosti c/ Atheist 
Jewish 
Females' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
8 
( 4 .0 %) 
6 
(3 .0% ) 
11 2 
( 56.6% ) 
8 
( 4.0% ) 
1 7 
(8.6%) 
0 
(0 . 0%) 
52 
(26 .3% ) 
8 
( 4.0% ) 
1 
(0 .5%) 
110 
( 55.6% ) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
18 
(9 .1% ) 
Males ' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
5 
(4.1%) 
6 
(4 .9% ) 
68 
(55.7%) 
6 
(4 .9% ) 
14 
(11.5%) 
1 
( 0.8%) 
25 
(26.4%) 
8 
(6 .6% ) 
0 
( 0 . 0% ) 
69 
(5 6.6% ) 
4 
(3 .3% ) 
14 
( 11 . 5%) 
63 
Total 
Frequen cy 
( Percent ) 
13 
( 4.1% ) 
12 
(3.8%) 
180 
(55.9%) 
14 
(4 .4% ) 
31 
( 10. 0%) 
1 
(0.3%) 
77 
( 24 . 1 % ) 
16 
(5.0%) 
1 
(0.3%) 
179 
( 55.9% ) 
6 
( 1 . 9%) 
32 
( 10. 0%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Mother's Religion 
Islamic 
Protestant 
Other 
Missing Data 
Father's Religion 
Catholic 
Agnostic / Atheist 
Jewish 
Islamic 
Protestant 
Other 
Missing Data 
Political Affiliation 
Democrat 
Females ' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
0 
(0.0%) 
59 
( 29.8%) 
6 
(3.0%) 
3 
( 1 . 5%) 
105 
(53.0%) 
6 
(3.0%) 
1 7 
(8.6%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
52 
(26.3%) 
6 
(3.0%) 
1 1 
(5.6%) 
51 
(25.8%) 
Males' 
Frequenc y 
( Percent) 
1 
(0.8%) 
27 
(22.1%) 
5 
(4.1%) 
2 
( 1 • 6%) 
67 
(54.9%) 
2 
( 1 • 6%) 
1 1 
(9.0%) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
27 
(22.1%) 
4 
(3.3%) 
9 
(7.4%) 
32 
(26.3%) 
64 
Total 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
1 
(0.3%) 
86 
(26.9%) 
1 1 
(3.4%) 
5 
(0.3%) 
172 
(53.7%) 
8 
( 2 . 5%) 
28 
(8.7%) 
3 
(0.9%) 
79 
(24.7%) 
10 
(3.1%) 
20 
( 6.2%) 
83 
(25.9%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample (N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Political Affiliation 
Republican 
Independent 
None 
Other 
Missing Data 
Mother's Political 
Affiliation 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 
None 
Other 
Missing Data 
Father's Political 
Affiliation 
Democrat 
Females ' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
38 
( 19.2% ) 
45 
(22. 7%) 
57 
(28.8%) 
6 
(3.0%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
69 
(34.9%) 
38 
( 1 9. 2%) 
55 
(27.8%) 
24 
(12.1%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
1 1 
( 5. 5%) 
56 
(28.3%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
32 
(26.3%) 
18 
(9.0%) 
36 
(29.5%) 
3 
(2.4%) 
1 
(0.8%) 
40 
(32.8%) 
18 
( 14. 7%) 
30 
(24.6%) 
23 
( 1 8. 8%) 
4 
(3.3%) 
7 
(5.7%) 
35 
(28.7%) 
65 
Total 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
70 
( 21 . 9%) 
63 
(19.7%) 
93 
(29.1%) 
9 
(2.8%) 
2 
(0.6%) 
109 
( 34. 1 % ) 
56 
(17.5%) 
85 
(26.6%) 
47 
(14.7%) 
5 
( 1 • 6%) 
18 
( 5. 6%) 
91 
(28.4%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320 ) 
Characteristic 
Father's Political 
Affiliation 
Republi c an 
Independent 
None 
Missing Data 
Universit y Status 
Freshman 
Sophomore 
Junior 
Senior 
Graduate Student 
Non-matriculated 
Missing Data 
Major in School 
Business 
Females' 
Frequenc y 
( Percent) 
53 
( 26 . 8%) 
45 
( 22.7% ) 
25 
( 12.6% ) 
19 
( 9.6% ) 
57 
( 28.8% ) 
40 
( 20.2% ) 
47 
( 23.7% ) 
52 
( 26.3% ) 
0 
( 0.0% ) 
1 
( 0.5%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
27 
( 22.1% ) 
28 
( 22.9%) 
18 
( 14.7%) 
14 
( 11 . 5%) 
35 
( 28.7%) 
30 
( 24.6% ) 
24 
( 19.7%) 
27 
(22.1% ) 
1 
(0.8% ) 
3 
(2.4% ) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
66 
Tota l 
Frequenc y 
( Percent ) 
80 
( 25.0% ) 
73 
(22.8%) 
43 
( 13. 4%) 
33 
( 10. 3%) 
92 
(28.8%) 
70 
( 21 . 9%) 
71 
(22.2%) 
79 
(24.7%) 
1 
(0.3% ) 
4 
( 1 . 3%) 
3 
(0.9% ) 
30 
( 9.4% ) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Major in School 
Education 
Humanities 
Natural Sciences and 
Quantitative Studies 
Social Sciences 
Undecided 
Other 
Missing Data 
Residence 
Residence Ha 11 
Greek House 
Parental Home 
Off Campus 
Missing Data 
Females' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
90 
(45 .4% ) 
23 
(11.6%) 
29 
(14.6%) 
55 
(27.8%) 
1 
( 0.5%) 
Males ' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
59 
(48.4%) 
13 
( 10.6%) 
16 
(13.1%) 
. 32 
(26 .2% ) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
67 
Total 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
32 
( 10. 0%) 
54 
(16.9%) 
54 
( 16.9%) 
75 
(23 .4% ) 
57 
(17.8%) 
7 
( 2. 2%) 
1 1 
(3.4%) 
149 
(46 .6% ) 
36 
( 11 . 2%) 
45 
( 14.1%) 
87 
(27.2%) 
3 
(0 .9% ) 
Table 1 ( Continued ) 
Description of Student Sample (N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Mother ' s Highest Level 
of Education 
Doctoral Degree 
Master's Degree 
Bachelor ' s Degree 
Some College 
High School Graduate 
Some High School 
Junior High School 
Graduate 
Less Than 7th Grade 
Missing Data 
Father ' s Highest Level 
of Education 
Doctoral Degree 
Master's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Females' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
2 
( 1 . 0%) 
1 7 
(8 .6% ) 
54 
(27.3%) 
58 
( 29.3%) 
54 
(2 7 . 3%) 
8 
( 4.0%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
18 
( 9. 1%) 
45 
(22 .7% ) 
51 
(25.7%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
1 
( 0.8%) 
12 
(9.8%) 
26 
( 21 . 3%) 
41 
(33.6%) 
33 
(27.0%) 
6 
(4.9%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
1 
(0.8%) 
2 
( 1 • 6%) 
8 
(6.6%) 
18 
(14.7%) 
37 
(30.3%) 
68 
Total 
Frequenc y 
(P ercent ) 
3 
(0 .9%) 
29 
(9.1%) 
80 
(25.0%) 
99 
(30.9%) 
87 
(27.2%) 
14 
(4.4% ) 
1 
(0.3% ) 
3 
(0.9% ) 
4 
( 1 • 3%) 
26 
(8.1% ) 
63 
( 19.7% ) 
88 
(2 7.5%) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample (N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Father's Highest Level 
of Education 
Some College 
High School Graduate 
Some High School 
Junior High School 
Graduate 
Less Than 7th Grade 
Missing Data 
Females ' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
29 
(14.6%) 
38 
(19.2%) 
6 
(3.0% ) 
2 
(1.1%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
8 
(4.0%) 
Holds Job During School Year 
Yes, Full-time 
Yes, More Than 20 Hours 
Yes, Less Than 20 Hours 
No 
Missing Data 
Holds Job During Summer 
Yes, Full-time 
10 
(5.0%) 
34 
(17.2%) 
74 
(37.4%) 
78 
(39.4%) 
2 
( 1 • 0%) 
98 
(49.5%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
25 
(20. 5%) 
23 
( 18. 8%) 
3 
(2.5%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
6 
(4.9%) 
6 
(4.9%) 
23 
( 18. 8%) 
36 
(29.5%) 
55 
( 45. 1 % ) 
2 
( 1 • 6%) 
67 
(54.9%) 
69 
Total 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
54 
( 16.9% ) 
61 
(19.1%) 
9 
(2.8%) 
2 
(0.9%) 
3 
(0.9%) 
14 
(4.4%) 
16 
(5.0%) 
57 
(17.8%) 
110 
(34.4%) 
133 
(41.5%) 
4 
(0.3%) 
165 
( 51 • 6%) 
Table 1 ( Continued ) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Holds Job During Summer 
Yes, More Than 20 Hours 
Yes , Less Than 20 Hours 
No 
Missing Data 
Females ' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
66 
( 33.3%) 
14 
( 7.1%) 
1 9 
( 9.6%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
Percent of College Education 
paid for by Studen t 
0% 
Up to 25% 
Up to 50% 
Up to 75% 
100% 
Missing Data 
Taken Coursework Dealing 
~ith Se x- Role Issues 
Yes 
108 
(54.5%) 
57 
(28 .8% ) 
12 
( 6.1%) 
8 
(4.0%) 
1 2 
(6.1%) 
1 
(0.5%) 
90 
( 45.4%) 
Males' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
36 
(2 9.5% ) 
1 1 
( 9.0% ) 
8 
( 6.6% ) 
0 
(0.0%) 
50 
(4 1.0% ) 
40 
(32. 8%) 
13 
( 10. 6%) 
6 
(4 .9% ) 
1 1 
(9 .0% ) 
2 
( 1 . 6%) 
53 
(43.4%) 
70 
Tota l 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
102 
(3 1.9% ) 
25 
( 7.8% ) 
27 
(8 .4 %) 
1 
(0.3%) 
158 
( 49.4%) 
97 
(30.3%) 
25 
( 7.8%) 
14 
(4 .4% ) 
23 
( 7. 2%) 
3 
(0 .9% ) 
143 
( 44.7% ) 
Table 1 (Continued) 
Description of Student Sample ( N = 320) 
Characteristic 
Taken Coursework Dealing 
with Sex-Role Issues 
No 
Missing Data 
Parents Responding to 
Questionnaire 
Both Parents 
Mothers Only 
Fathers Only 
No Parent Response 
Females' 
Frequency 
(P ercent ) 
107 
(5 4.0%) 
1 
( 0.5%) 
137 
(69 .2% ) 
26 
(13 .1 %) 
10 
(5.1%) 
25 
(12.6%) 
Males ' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
69 
( 56.6%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
75 
( 61 . 5%) 
23 
( 1 8. 9% ) 
7 
(5.7%) 
1 7 
(13.9%) 
7 1 
Total 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
176 
(55.0%) 
1 
(0.3%) 
212 
(66 .3%) 
49 
(15.3%) 
1 7 
(5.3%) 
42 
( 13.1% ) 
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Table 2 
DescriQtion of Parent SamQle ( N = 490) 
Mothers' Fathers' 
Characteristic Frequency Frequency 
(Percent) ( Percent) 
Age 
33 0 1 
(0 . 0%) (0.4%) 
35 3 0 
( 1.1%) (0.0%) 
36 2 1 
(0.8%) (0.4%) 
37 3 3 
( 1.1%) ( 1 . 3%) 
38 4 3 
( 1 . 5%) ( 1 . 3%) 
39 5 3 
( 1 . 9%) ( 1 . 3%) 
40 5 2 
( 1 . 9%) (0.9%) 
41 13 6 
(5 .0% ) ( 2. 6%) 
42 16 5 
(6.1%) ( 2. 2%) 
43 26 15 
( 10. 0%) (6 .5% ) 
44 1 9 10 
( 7. 3%) (4 . 3%) 
45 20 16 
( 7. 7%) (7 . 0%) 
46 35 22 
( 1 3 . 4%) (9.6%) 
47 20 1 8 
(7.7%) (8.3% ) 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
DescriQtion of Parent SamQle (N = 490) 
Mothers' Fathers' 
Characteristic Frequency Frequency 
( Percent) (Percent) 
Age 
48 14 22 
(5 .4% ) (9.6%) 
49 9 15 
(3.4%) (6.5%) 
50 1 3 10 
(5.0%) (4.3%) 
51 12 12 
(4 .6% ) (5.2%) 
52 9 1 5 
(3 .4% ) (6 . 5%) 
53 5 1 3 
( 1 . 9%) (5.7%) 
54 4 6 
( 1 . 5%) (2.6%) 
55 1 2 
(0 .4% ) (0.9%) 
56 3 3 
(1.1%) ( 1 . 3%) 
57 3 4 
(1.1%) ( 1. 7%) 
58 3 6 
(1.1%) (2.6%) 
59 4 2 
( 1 . 5%) (0.9%) 
60 2 2 
(0 . 8%) (0 .9% ) 
61 0 2 
(0.0%) (0 .9% ) 
Table 2 (Continued ) 
Description of Parent Sample (N = 490) 
Characteristic 
63 
64 
65 
67 
Missing Data 
X = 
S.D. = 
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Ethnicity 
European American 
African American 
Asian American 
Hispanic American 
Mothers' 
Frequency 
(Percen t ) 
2 
( 0.8%) 
0 
( 0.0%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
0 
( 0.0%) 
6 
( 2. 3%) 
46.3 
5. 1 
261 
(53 .3% ) 
235 
(90.0%) 
6 
(2 .3% ) 
0 
(0 .0%) 
5 
( 1 . 9%) 
74 
Fathers ' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
1 
(0.4% ) 
2 
(0 .9% ) 
2 
(0.9% ) 
1 
(0.4% ) 
3 
( 1 . 3%) 
48.5 
5.7 
229 
(46.7%) 
212 
(92.6%) 
3 
( 1 . 3%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
4 
( 1 . 7%) 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
Descrigtion of Parent Samg l e ( N = 490) 
Mothers' Fathers ' 
Characterist i c Frequency Frequenc y 
( Percent ) ( Percent ) 
Ethnicit y 
Native American 5 2 
( 1 . 9%) ( 0.9% ) 
Other 8 6 
( 3.1%) (2.6% ) 
Missing Data 2 2 
( 0.8%) (0.9% ) 
Marital Status 
Never Marr i ed 2 0 
( 0.8% ) (0.0%) 
Separated 6 4 
( 2.3% ) ( 1. 7%) 
Widowed 7 3 
( 2.7%) ( 1 . 3%) 
Cohabiting / Unmarried 4 0 
( 1 . 5%) (0.0% ) 
Married 188 180 
( 72.0%) (78.6% ) 
Divorced 30 21 
( 11.5%) (9.2% ) 
Remarried 24 21 
(9.2%) ( 9.2% ) 
Religion 
Catholi c 140 127 
( 53.6%) ( 55.4% ) 
Agnostic / Atheist 5 8 
( 1 . 9%) (3.5% ) 
Jewish 31 2 5 
( 11 . 9%) ( 10. 9%) 
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Table 2 (Continued) 
DescriQtion of Parent Sam12le ( N = 490) 
Mothers' Fathers' 
Characteristic Frequency Frequenc y 
( Percent) ( Percent ) 
Re lj_gj_gn 
Islamic 1 0 
(0 .4% ) (0 . 0%) 
Protestant 74 59 
(28 . 4%) (25 . 8%) 
Other 10 9 
(3 . 8%) ( 3. 9%) 
Missing Data 0 1 
(0. 0%) (0 . 4%) 
Political Affiliation 
Democrat 86 59 
(32 .9% ) (25 . 8%) 
Republican 50 62 
( 19. 2%) ( 27 . 1%) 
Independent 93 73 
(35 . 6%) (31 . 9%) 
None 24 34 
(9 . 2%) ( 14 . 8%) 
Other 5 0 
( 1 . 9%) (0 .0%) 
Missing Data 3 1 
(1.1%) (0.4%) 
Annual Combined Family Income 
$5 ,0 01-$10 ,000 4 0 
( 1 . 5%) (0 . 0%) 
$10,001-$20,000 1 1 4 
(4 . 2%) ( 1. 7%) 
$20,001-$30,000 21 8 
(8.0%) ( 3. 5%) 
Table 2 (Continued) 
Description of parent Sample (N = 490) 
Characteristic 
Annual Combined Family Income 
$30,001-$40,000 
$40,001-$50,000 
$50,001-$60,000 
$60,001-$70,000 
$70,001-$80,000 
Over $80,000 
Missing Data 
Estimated Median 
Combined Family Income 
Highest Level of 
~ducation Completed 
Doctoral Degree 
Master's Degree 
Bachelor's Degree 
Some Colleg e 
High School Graduate 
Mothers' 
Frequency 
(Percent) 
41 
( 1 5 . 7%) 
41 
( 15 . 7%) 
26 
( 10. 0%) 
25 
(9 .6% ) 
1 9 
(7.3%) 
62 
(23.7%) 
11 
(4 .2% ) 
$50,001-
$60,000 
3 
(1.1%) 
28 
(10.7%) 
58 
(22.2%) 
95 
(36 .4% ) 
66 
(25 .3% ) 
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Fathers ' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
26 
( 1 1 . 3%) 
44 
(19 . 2% ) 
27 
( 11 • 8%) 
23 
( 10. 0%) 
20 
(8.7%) 
69 
( 30 . 1 % ) 
8 
(3.5%) 
$60,001-
$70,000 
25 
( 10. 9%) 
50 
( 21 • 8%) 
62 
(27 .1% ) 
48 
( 21 • 0%) 
37 
(16.2%) 
Table 2 (Continued ) 
Description of Parent Sample (N = 490 ) 
Characteristic 
Highest Level of 
Education Completed 
Some High School 
Junior High School Graduate 
Less Than 7th Grade 
Occupation 
Business: 
Independent Business Owner 
Execut iv e 
Administration 
Managerial 
Staff 
Sales 
Clerical 
Education: 
Professor 
Psychologist/Counselor 
Mothers' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
9 
(3 .4% ) 
1 
( 0.4% ) 
1 
( 0.4%) 
4 
( 1 . 5%) 
1 
( 0.4%) 
2 
( 0.8% ) 
20 
( 7.7%) 
1 7 
(6.5%) 
23 
(8.8%) 
34 
( 1 3. 0%) 
5 
( 1 • 9%) 
1 
( 0.4%) 
78 
Fathers ' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
4 
( 1 . 7%) 
1 
( 0.4% ) 
2 
( 0.9% ) 
14 
(6.1%) 
27 
( 11 • 8%) 
2 
(0.9%) 
27 
( 11 • 8%) 
16 
(7.0%) 
7 
(3.1%) 
2 
(0 .9% ) 
10 
( 4 .3%) 
3 
( 1 • 3%) 
Table 2 (Continued) 
Description of Parent Sample (N = 490 ) 
Characteristic 
Education: 
Teacher 
Administration 
Translator 
Teaching Assistant/Aide 
Student 
Medical/Legal: 
Physician 
Attorney 
Pharmacist 
Physical /Occupatio nal 
Therapist 
Dental Hygienist 
Nurse 
Nurse's Aid 
Medical Staff 
Mothers' 
Frequency 
(P ercent ) 
26 
( 10. 0%) 
1 
(0.4%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
6 
(2 .3% ) 
2 
(0 .8% ) 
1 
(0.4%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
2 
(0.8%) 
1 
(0 .4% ) 
22 
( 8.4%) 
2 
( 0.8%) 
5 
( 1 • 9%) 
79 
Fathers' 
Frequency 
( Percent ) 
18 
( 7.9%) 
4 
( 1. 7%) 
1 
(0.4%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
0 
(0.0%) 
6 
(2.6%) 
6 
(2 .6% ) 
1 
(0.4%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
1 
(0 .4% ) 
80 
Table 2 ( Continued) 
Description of Parent Sample (N = 490) 
- - - -- - -- - ---- --- ------- --- - -----
Characteristic 
Government / Community Service: 
State /C ity Employee 
Social Worker 
FBI / Police / Firefighter 
Other Professional: 
Arts Related: 
Skilled Labor: 
Supervisor / Manager 
Union/Trades 
Factory Worker 
Unskilled Labor: 
Homemaker: 
Service Profession: 
Waitress / Waiter 
Seamstress 
Day Care Provider 
Mothers ' Fathers ' 
Frequency Frequenc y 
Percent) (P ercent ) 
2 
(0.8%) 
2 
(0 .8% ) 
0 
(0.0%) 
2 
(0.8%) 
4 
( 1 • 5% ) 
1 
( 0.4% ) 
3 
( 1.1%) 
3 
(1.1%) 
2 
(0.8%) 
40 
(15.3%) 
4 
( 1 • 5%) 
4 
( 1 . 5%) 
3 
( 1. 1 % ) 
4 
( 1 . 7% ) 
0 
(0.0%) 
10 
(4.3%) 
1 5 
(6.5%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
1 1 
(4.8%) 
24 
( 10. 5%) 
2 
(0.9%) 
4 
( 1. 7%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
0 
( 0.0%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
0 
(0.0%) 
Table 2 (Continued) 
Description of Parent Samp~ (N = 490) 
Characteristic 
Service Profession: 
Other 
Other Self-Employed: 
Retired: 
Unemployed: 
Missing Data: 
Mothers' 
Frequency 
(P ercent) 
3 
( 1.1%) 
3 
(1.1%) 
2 
(0 .8% ) 
6 
(2.3%) 
2 
(0.8%) 
81 
Fathers ' 
Frequency 
( Percent) 
0 
( 0.0%) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
6 
(2 .6% ) 
0 
(0 .0% ) 
8 
(3.5%) 
82 
Table 3 
Means and Standard Deviations on all Measures : Student 
Samgle 
Name Females' Males' 
of Mean Mean 
Scale ( S.D.) ( S. D. ) 
PACS-Mother 48.59 49.49 
(16 . 39) (10.58) 
PACS-Father 53. 10 53.33 
( 16 . 24 ) (13.48) 
ORV-Item 1 1. 54 1 . 71 
(1.16) ( 1. 28 ) 
ORV- Item 2 6. 1 7 5.99 
( 1 . 00 ) ( 1 . 09) 
ORV-Item 3 6.67 6.67 
( 1 . 06 ) (0. 75) 
ORV-Item 4 6.72 6.48 
(0 . 66) ( 1. 01) 
ORV-Item 5 1 . 25 1 . 56 
(0. 72) ( 0.92 ) 
SRS 23.09 27.52 
(6 . 48 ) ( 7.45 ) 
TSHI 30.97 38 . 70 
(7 .65 ) (8.37) 
RMA 23.49 29.70 
(8 . 3 9 ) (9.41) 
Table 4 
Means and Standard Deviations on all Measures: Parent 
Sample 
83 
Name Mothers' Fathers' 
of Mean Mean 
Sca l e ( S . O. ) ( S . 0 . ) 
PACS 41 . 37 43 . 28 
( 1 2 . 20) (12.37) 
ORV-Item 1 . 68 1. 86 
( 0.99 ) ( 1 . 06 ) 
ORV-Item 2 5.80 5 . 68 
( 1 . 20 ) ( 1. 23) 
ORV-Item 3 6.71 6.65 
( 0 . 80) (0.80) 
ORV- Item 4 6.52 6. 31 
( 0.94) (1.14) 
ORV-Item 5 1. 50 1 . 70 
(0.98) ( 1 . 30) 
SRS 25 . 91 29. 12 
( 7.45 ) (8 . 40) 
TSHI 28.90 33. 15 
( 7.99 ) (8.88) 
RMA 25.36 26.93 
( 8.73) (8.75) 
Table 5 
2 x 3 MAN0VA : Mother-Student Sample 
Test Name Value F Hypoth . OF Error OF 
Interaction Effect : Dyad Composition x Level of 
Communication 
Wi 1 ks . 96 . 55 16.00 490 . 00 
( Effect Size = .02 , Power at the .05 Level = .38) 
Main Effect: Dyad Composition 
Wilks .89 4.24 8 . 00 245.00 
(Effect Size = . 12, Power at the .05 Level = .99) 
Main Effect: Level of Communication 
Wilks . 92 1 . 21 16.00 490 . 00 
(Effect Size= . 04, Power at th e .05 Level = .79) 
F 
Prob. 
.92 
.001 
.26 
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Table 6 
One-Way ANOVA: SRS X Dyad Composition ( Mother-Student 
Sample) 
Source D.F . Sum of Mean F F 
___ _____ ___ __,,S"--'q,._,u,,_.,a""-r'--e=s _  --"S' "'q,_,,u,..,,a"--'r_,e"'"'s~- -'-'R-=ac..:t~i--=o'-- _ __,_P_,r'--=o_b_. _ 
Between 
Groups 
With i n 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
258 
259 
Count 
98 
162 
260 
1885.04 1885 . 04 25.82 .0001 
188 36 ,32 73 . 01 
20721 .36 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
-2. 1 7 8 . 89 
3 . 38 8 . 33 
1 . 29 8 . 94 
8 5 
Table 7 
One-Way ANOVA: TSHI x Dyad Composition (Mother-Student 
Sample) 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
----- ------- ~S~q~u~a~r~e~s~_~ S=qua r-'e"'"'s:_____ R'-'-=a-=t --'--i =o __ ..,___P..:...r--=o bc..., 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
258 
259 
Count 
98 
162 
260 
1985.06 1985.06 16.64 .0001 
30771 .32 119.27 
32756.38 
Mean Standard 
Deviation 
-8. 74 11 . 36 
-3.04 10.65 
-5. 19 11 . 2 5 
86 
Table 8 
One-Way ANOVA: RMA x Dyad Composition (Mother-Student 
Sample) 
Source 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
D. F. 
258 
259 
Count 
98 
162 
260 
Sum of 
Squares 
2222 . 56 
31472 .1 3 
33694.69 
Mean 
-4 . 22 
1 . 81 
-.46 
Mean 
Squares 
2222.56 
1 21 . 98 
Standard 
Deviation 
10.97 
11 . 08 
11 . 41 
F 
Ratio 
18.22 
F 
Prob. 
. 0001 
87 
88 
Table 9 
2 X 3 MAN0VA: Father-Student SamQle 
Test Name Value F Hypoth. DF Error DF F 
Prob . 
Interaction Effect : Dyad Composition X Level of 
Communication 
Wilks .95 .76 16,00 428 . 00 . 73 
(Effect Size = .03, Power at the .05 Level = . 53) 
Main Effect: Dyad Composit i on 
Wilks .90 2.89 8.00 214 . 00 .005 
( Effect Size = . 10, Power at the . 05 Level = .95) 
Main Effect: Level of Communication 
Wilks .9 2 1 . 1 3 16.00 428 . 00 . 32 
( Effect Size = .04, Power at the . 05 Level = . 75) 
Table 10 
One-Way ANOVA: TSHI x Dyad Composition (Father-Student 
Sample) 
Source D. F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between 2317.42 2317 . 42 16 . 49 .0001 
Groups 
Within 226 31750.00 140 . 49 
Groups 
Total 227 34067.42 
Group Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 82 -4.67 11. 16 
Grp 2 146 1 . 97 12.22 
Total 228 -.42 12 . 25 
89 
Table 11 
One - Way ANOVA: RMA x Dy ad Composition ( Father-Student 
Sample) 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Pro.Q..._ 
Between 1 1079 . 23 1079.23 7 . 86 .0055 
Groups 
Within 226 31038 . 08 137 . 34 
Groups 
Total 227 32117.31 
Group Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 82 -1 . 56 10 . 37 
Grp 2 146 2 . 97 12.41 
Total 228 1. 34 11.89 
90 
9 1 
Table 12 
One-Wai ANOVA: SRS Total X Student Sam12le 
Source D.F . Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between 
Groups 1481. 79 1481. 79 31 . 44 .0001 
Within 
Groups 318 14986.01 4 7. 13 
Total 319 16467.80 
GrOUQ Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 122 27.52 7.45 
Grp 2 198 23.09 6.48 
Total 320 24 . 77 7. 18 
Table 13 
One-Way ANOVA: TSHI Total x Student Sample 
Source 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
D.F. 
318 
319 
Count 
122 
198 
320 
Sum of 
Squares 
4507 .12 
20023.60 
24530.72 
38. 70 
30.97 
33.92 
Mean 
Squares 
4507.12 
62.97 
Standard 
Deviation 
8.37 
7.65 
8. 77 
F 
Ratio 
71 . 58 
F 
Prob. 
.0001 
92 
Table 14 
One - Way ANOVA: RMA Total x Student Sample 
Source 
Be t ween 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
To t a l 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
D. F. 
3 18 
319 
Count 
122 
198 
320 
Sum of 
Squares 
2911.08 
24590 . 87 
27501 .95 
Mean 
29 . 70 
23.49 
25 . 86 
Mean F 
Squares Ratio 
2911 . 08 37.64 
77.33 
St andar d 
Devi a tion 
9 . 4 1 
8 . 39 
9 . 28 
F 
Prob . 
.0001 
93 
94 
Table 15 
One-Wat ANOVA: DRV4 X Student SamQle 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between 
Groups 4. 12 4. 12 6.28 .01 
Within 
Groups 318 208.63 0 .66 
Total 319 212 .7 5 
GrOUQ Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 122 6.48 1 . 01 
Grp 2 198 6 . 72 0.66 
Total 320 6.63 0.82 
Table 16 
0ne-Wa:r 
Source 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
AN0VA: DRV5 
D.F . 
318 
319 
Count 
122 
198 
320 
X Student 
Sum of 
Squares 
7.40 
205.35 
212 . 75 
1 . 56 
1 . 25 
1 . 37 
SamQ_l_g 
Mean 
Squares 
7.40 
o. 65 
Stand ar d 
Deviation 
0 . 92 
0. 72 
0.82 
95 
F F 
Ratio Prob. 
11 . 46 .0008 
96 
Table 1 7 
One-Way ANOVA: SRS Total X Parent Sample 
---Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob . 
Between 
Groups 1254 . 23 1254.23 20.05 .0001 
Within 
Groups 487 30467 . 60 62.56 
Tota l 488 3172 1. 83 
Group Count Mean Sta ndard 
De vi at ion 
Grp 1 261 25.91 7 . 45 
Grp 2 228 29 . 12 8.40 
Total 489 27 . 41 7 . 89 
Table 18 
One-Wa y ANOVA: TSHI Total x Parent Sample 
Sour ce 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
O.F. 
4 8 7 
488 
Count 
261 
2 28 
489 
Sum of 
Suares 
2 200 . 74 
34 5 17. 14 
3 6717.88 
Mean 
28 . 90 
3 3 .15 
30.88 
Mean 
Suares 
2200.74 
70.88 
Standard 
Deviation 
7 . 99 
8.88 
8.40 
F 
Ratio 
31. 05 
F 
Prob. 
.0001 
97 
Table 19 
One-Way ANOYA: RMA Total x Parent Sample 
Source 
Between 
Groups 
Within 
Groups 
Total 
Group 
Grp 1 
Grp 2 
Total 
D.F. 
487 
488 
Count 
261 
228 
489 
Sum of 
Squares 
301 . 30 
37188.74 
37490.04 
25.36 
26.93 
26.09 
Mean 
Squares 
301.30 
76.36 
Standard 
Deviation 
8.73 
8.75 
8. 7 4 
F 
Ratio 
3.95 
F 
Prob. 
.05 
98 
99 
Table 20 
0ne-Wa::t AN0VA: DRV1 X Parent Sam12le 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob. 
Between 
Groups 4 . 09 4.09 3.89 .05 
Within 
Groups 487 512.39 1. 05 
Total 488 516.48 
Grour2 Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 261 1 . 68 0 . 99 
Grp 2 228 1 . 86 1. 06 
Total 489 1 . 76 1. 02 
10 0 
Table 21 
One- Wat ANOVA: DRV4 X Parent Saf!l.Q_J_g 
Source D.F. Sum of Mean F F 
Squares Squares Ratio Prob . 
Between 
Groups 1 5.75 5.75 5.31 . 02 
Within 
Groups 487 527.46 1. 08 
Total 488 533 . 21 
Grou12 Count Mean Standard 
Deviation 
Grp 1 261 6.52 0 . 94 
Grp 2 228 6 . 31 1 . 14 
Total 489 6.42 1 . 03 
APPENDIX A 
STUDENT BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE 
1. Age __ years old 
2. 
3. one) 
Male ___ Female __ _ 
___ Hispanic Amer i can 
___ Native American 
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Se x ( Please check one) 
Ethnic i ty ( Please check 
___ White American 
___ African American 
___ Asian American ___ Other ( Please Spec i f y) 
4. Marital Status ( Please check 
___ Never Married 
___ Separated 
___ Widowed 
___ Cohabiting / Unmarried 
one ) 
___ Married 
___ Divorced 
___ Remarried 
5. Marital Status of your parents 
___ Never Married 
__ _ Separated 
___ Widowed 
__ Cohabiting / Unmarried 
6. Rel i gion of self 
___ Catholic 
___ Agnostic / Atheist 
___ Jewish 
__ _ Buddhist 
__ _ Hindu 
_ _ _ Islamic 
___ Protestant 
Married 
---
___ Divorced 
---
If divorced, is either 
parent remarried? 
Yes 
No 
Mother Fat her 
___ Other (Please specify) _ _ ___ _ _ __ _ _ 
7 . Parent's Religion (Please check one for each parent ) 
Mother Father 
Catholic 
Agnostic / Atheist 
Jewish 
Buddhist 
Hindu 
Islamic 
Protestant 
Other ( Please Specif y) _____ _ 
8. Political Affiliation 
___ Democrat 
___ Republican 
___ Independent 
__ _ None 
__ _ Other (Please Specify) 
9. Parents' Political Affiliation 
(Please check one for each parent ) 
Democrat 
Republican 
Independent 
None 
Mother 
Other ( Please specify ) _____ _ 
10 . What is your university status? 
___ Freshman 
___ Sophomore 
___ Junior 
___ Senior 
___ Graduat e Student 
___ Non-mat r , c ulated 
10a. What is your major in school? 
Father 
11. What is your residence? 
___ Residence Hall 
___ Graduate Apartments 
___ Greek House 
___ Parental Home 
_ __ Off Campus 
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12. What is the highest level of education completed by your 
mother? (Please check one ) 
___ Doctoral Level Degree (e.g. M.D., Ph.D.) 
___ Master's Level Degree (e.g. M.A., M.S.) 
___ Bachelor's Degree (college graduate) 
___ Some College 
___ High School Graduate 
___ Some High School 
___ Junior High School Graduate 
__ _ Less Than 7th Grade 
13. What is your mother's curren t occupation? 
(Please be specific) 
14 . What is the highest level of education completed by your 
father? (Please check one) 
___ Doctoral Level Degree (e.g. M.D., Ph.D.) 
__ _ Master's Level Degree (e.g. M.A., M.S.) 
__ _ Bachelor's Degree (college graduate) 
___ Some College 
_ _ _ High School Graduate 
___ Some High School 
___ Junior High School Graduate 
___ Less Than 7th Grade 
10 3 
15. What is your father ' s current occupat i on ? 
( Please be specific ) 
----- ---------------
16. Do you hold a job while attending sch oo l? ( Che c k o ne ) 
___ Yes , full-time 
1 7 • 
18. 
___ Yes, more than 20 hours per wee k 
___ Yes , less than 20 hour s per wee k 
___ No 
Do you h old a j ob during t he summer ? 
Yes, f u ll-time 
___ Yes , more than 20 hours per wee k 
Yes , l ess than 20 ho urs per wee k 
No 
( Check o ne ) 
What per c entage 
f o r yourse l f ? 
___ 0% 
o f yo ur c ollege education do you pa y 
___ Up to 75% 
___ Up to 2 5% 
_ _ Up to 50% 
___ 100% 
19. Hav e you taken an y courses that dealt in detail with 
se x - role issues ? 
_ _ _ Yes 
___ No 
1 . 
2. 
3. 
APPENDIX B 
PARENT BACKGROUND QUESTIONAIRE 
Age ___ years old 
Se x (Pl ease check one ) Male __ _ Female __ _ 
Ethnicit y ( Please check one) 
___ White American ___ Hispan i c Amer i can 
_ _ _ African American Native American 
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___ Asian American Other ( Please specify) 
4. 
5. 
Marital Status ( Please check one) 
Married _ _ _ Never married 
___ Separated 
___ Widowed 
_ _ _ Cohabiting/Unmarried 
Religion 
_ __ Catholic 
___ Agnostic / Atheist 
_ __ Jew i sh 
___ Buddhist 
---
__ __ Divorced 
Remarried 
---
___ Hindu 
___ Islamic 
___ Protestant 
-- -
Other Please specify ) 
6. Political Affiliation 
___ Democrat ___ None 
___ Republican 
___ Independent 
7. Annual fam ily income 
___ Under $5,000 
__ _ $5,001-$10,000 
_ __ $10,001-$20,000 
___ $20,001-$30,000 
__ _ $30,001-$40,000 
___ Other ( Please specif y) 
___ $40,001-$50,000 
__ $50,001-$60,000 
___ $60,00 1-$70,000 
__ $70 ,001 -$80,000 
___ over $80,000 
8. What i s the highest level of education you have 
completed? 
___ Doctoral Le v el Degree ( e.g. M.D., Ph.D. ) 
___ Master's Level Degree (e .g. M.A., M.S. ) 
___ Bachelor's Degree (college graduate ) 
___ Some College 
_ __ High School Graduate 
___ Some High School 
___ Junior High School Graduate 
__ _ Less Than 7th Grade 
9. What is y our current occupation? (Please be specific) 
APPENDIX C 
PARENT-A DOLESCENT COMMUNICATION 
STUDENT FORM FOR MOTHER 
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Please use the following response scale to complete 
this questionnaire. Place the number of the response which 
most closely matches your opinion in the space provided next 
to each question. 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderately 
Disagree 
5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 . _ __ I can discuss my beliefs with my mother without 
feeling restrained or embarrassed. 
2. __ _ Sometimes I have trouble believing everything my 
mother tells me. 
3. ___ My mother is always a good listener. 
4. _ __ I am sometimes afraid to ask my mother for what I 
want. 
5. ___ My mother has a tendency to say things to me which 
would be better left unsaid. 
6. ___ My mother can tell how I'm feeling without asking. 
7. ___ I am very satisfied with how my mother and I talk 
together. 
8. ___ If I were in trouble, I co uld tell my mother . 
9. ___ I openly show affection to my mother. 
10. ___ When we are having a prob l em, I often give my mother 
the silent treatment. 
11. __ _ I am careful what I say to my mother. 
12. ___ When talking to my mother, I have a tendency to say 
things that would be better left unsaid. 
13. __ _ When I ask questions, I get honest answers from my 
mother. 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderatel y 
Disagree 
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5 
Strongl y 
Disagree 
14. _ __ My mother tries to understand my point of vi ew . 
15. _ __ There are top i cs I avoid discussing with my mother . 
16. _ _ _ I find it easy to discuss problems with my mother . 
17. __ _ It is ver y eas y for me to e xpress all my true 
feelings to my mother. 
18. _ __ My mother nags / bothers me. 
19. _ __ My mother insults me when she is angry with me . 
20 . ___ I don't think I can tell my mother how I really feel 
about some things . 
APPENDIX D 
PARENT-ADOLESCENT COMMUNICATION 
STUDENT FORM FOR FATHER 
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Please use the follow in g response scale to complete 
th is questionnaire. Place the number of the response whi ch 
most closely matches you r op inion in the space pro vi ded ne xt 
to each quest ion . 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderately 
Disag ree 
5 
Strongl y 
Disagree 
1 . ___ I can d iscu ss my beliefs with my father without 
feeling restrained or embarrassed. 
2. ___ Sometimes I ha ve trouble believing everything my 
father tells me. 
3. ___ My father is alwa ys a good listener. 
4. I am sometimes afraid to ask my father for what I 
---
want. 
5. ___ My father has a tende ncy to sa y things to me whic h 
would be better left unsaid. 
6 . ___ My father can tell how I ' m feeling without asking. 
7 . ___ I am very satisfied with how my father and I talk 
together. 
8 . ___ If I were in trouble , I cou l d te ll my father. 
9. ___ I openly show affection to my father. 
10. ___ When we are ha vi ng a problem , I often gi ve my father 
the silent treatment. 
11 . ___ I am careful about what I sa y to my father. 
12. ___ When talking to my father, I have a tendency to say 
things that would be better left unsaid . 
13. ___ When I as k questions, I get honest answers from my 
father. 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderately 
Disagree 
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5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
14 . ___ My father tries to understand my point of view. 
15. ___ There are topics I avoid discussing with my father. 
16. ___ I find it easy to discuss problems with my father. 
17. ___ It is very easy for me to express all my true 
feelings to my father. 
18. ___ My father nags/bothers me. 
19. ___ My father insults me when he is angry with me. 
20. ___ I don't think I can tell my father how I really feel 
about some things. 
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APPENDIX E 
PARENT-ADOLESCENT COMMUNICATION 
PARENT FORM 
Please use the following response scale to complete this 
questionnaire. Place the number of the response which most 
closely matches your opinion in the space provided ne xt to 
each question. The child referred to is your daughter or 
son who is participating in this study . 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderately 
Disagree 
5 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 . __ _ I can discuss my beliefs with my child without 
feeling restrained or embarrassed. 
2 . ___ Sometimes I have trouble believing everything my 
child tells me. 
3. ___ My child is always a good listener . 
4. ___ I am sometimes afraid to ask my child for what I 
want. 
5. _ _ _ My child has a tendency to say things to me which 
would be better left unsaid. 
6 . _ _ _ My child can tell how I'm feeling without asking. 
7. ___ I am very satisfied with how my child and I talk 
together. 
8. ___ If I were in trouble, I could tell my child. 
9 . ___ I openly show affection to my child. 
10. ___ When we are having a problem, I often give my child 
the silent treatment. 
11 . ___ I am careful about what I say to my ch i ld. 
12. ___ When talking to my child, I have a tendency to say 
things that would be better left unsaid. 
13. ___ When I ask questions, I get honest answers from my 
child. 
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RESPONSE CHOICES 
1 
Strongly 
Agree 
2 
Moderately 
Agree 
3 
Neither Agree 
Nor Disagree 
4 
Moderately 
Disagree 
5 
Strongly 
Di sagree 
14. ___ My child tries to understand my point of view . 
15. __ _ There are topics I a voi d dis cu ssing with my child. 
16. ___ I find it easy to discuss problems with my child. 
17. ___ It is very easy to for me to express all my true 
feelings to my child. 
18. ___ My child nags / bothers me. 
19. ___ My child insults me when she/he is angry with me. 
2O. ___ I don ' t think I can tell my child how I really feel 
about some things. 
1 1 1 
APPENDIX F 
DATE RAPE VIGNETTE 
Please read the following brief story and then answer 
the questions asked below. 
Cathy and Bob are college students who have been dating 
for one month. One Saturday evening, they went out with a 
group of their friends to a local club. A well-known local 
band was playing there, and they had a good time dancing and 
talking with people they knew. Afterwards, Cathy and Bob 
ordered some take-out pizza and soda. They decided to take 
their food back to Cathy's dormitory room where they could 
hear some music on her new CO player. Cathy's roommate was 
gone for the weekend, so they thought this would give them 
some private, relaxed time together. Over pizza, they 
listened to a recording of a new rock group which they both 
enjoyed. Then, they made plans for the next weekend, and 
began to kiss . After kissing for a few minutes, Bob made 
further sexual advances toward Cathy. She became 
uncomfortable and asked him to please stop. He ignored her 
request, and responded, "It's okay," wh i 1 e continuing his 
advances. Despite Cathy's continued verbal protests and 
attempts to physically resist him, Bob pushed her down onto 
the bed, pinned her wrists so that she couldn't move, and 
proceeded to have intercourse with her. 
Please use the response keys listed below each item to 
answer the following questions regarding the above story. 
Place the number of the response which most closely matches 
your opinion in the space provided next to the question. 
1 . ___ In your opinion, how responsible was Bob for the 
sexual encounter which occurred? 
2 3 
Completely Almost Mostly 
Completely 
4 5 
Equally Somewhat 
6 7 
Minimally Not 
At 
A 11 
2. ___ In your opinion, how responsible ~as Cathy for the 
sexual encounter which occurred? 
2 3 
Completely Almost Mostly 
Completely 
4 5 
Equally Somewhat 
6 7 
Minimally Not 
At 
A 11 
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3. _ __ In you opinion, do you think Cathy enjoyed the 
sexual encounter? 
2 
Enjoyed Enjoyed 
Very 
3 
Enjoyed 
Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Enjoyed 
Nor 
Disliked 
5 6 7 
Much 
Disliked Disliked Disliked 
Somewhat Very 
Much 
4. ___ In your opinion , was Bob justified in his actions? 
2 3 
Strongly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
5. ___ In your opinion, did a rape occur? 
1 2 3 
Strongly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
6 
Disagree 
6 
Disagree 
7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
6. Please briefly explain your answer to item 5 in the 
space provided below . 
1 1 3 
APPENDIX G 
SEX ROLE STEREOTYPING SCALE 
Please use the following response scale to complete 
this questionnaire. Place the number of the response which 
most closely matches your opinion in the space provided ne xt 
to each question. 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
2 3 
Strong ly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
6 
Disagree 
7 
Strongl y 
Disagree 
1 . _ __ A man should fight when the woman he's with is 
insulted by another man. 
2 . ___ It is acceptable for the woman to pay for the date. 
3. ___ A woman should be a virgin when she marries. 
4 . ___ There is something wrong with a woman who doesn't 
want to marry and raise a family. 
5. ___ A wife should never contradict her husband. 
6. It is better for a woman to use her feminine charm 
---
to get what she wants rather than ask for it 
outright . 
7. ___ It is acceptable for a woman to have a career, but 
marriage and family should come first. 
8. ___ It looks worse for a woman to be drunk than for a man 
to be drunk. 
9. ___ There is nothing wrong with a woman going to a bar 
alone. 
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APPENDIX H 
TOLERANCE FOR SEXUAL HARRASSMENT INVENTORY 
Please use the following response scale to complete 
this questionnaire. Place t he number of the response which 
most closely matches your opinion in the space provided next 
to each question. 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
1 2 3 4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
6 
Disagree 
7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
Strongly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
1 . __ _ 
2. __ _ 
3 . __ _ 
4. __ _ 
5 . __ _ 
6 . __ _ 
7. 
---
8 . __ _ 
9 . _ _ _ 
10. 
Most women who are se xu ally insulted by a man 
provoke his behavior by the way they talk, act, or 
dress. 
An attractive woman has to expect sexual advances 
and should learn how to handle them. 
Most men are sexually teased by many of the women 
with whom they interact on the job or at school . 
A man must learn to understand that a woman's "no 
to his sexual advances really means "no" . 
It is only natural for a woman to use her sexuality 
as a way of getting ahead in school or work. 
An attractive man has to expect sexual advances and 
should learn how to handle them. 
I believe that se xual intimidation is a serious 
social problem. 
It is only natural for a man to make sexual advances 
to a woman he finds attractive. 
Innocent flirtations make the workda y or school day 
interesting. 
Encouraging a professor's or a supervisor's se xua l 
interest is frequently used by women to get better 
grades or to improve their work situation. 
1 1 5 
APPENDIX I 
RAPE MYTH ACCEPTANCE SCALE 
Please use the 
this questionnaire. 
most closely matches 
to each question. 
following response scale to complete 
Place the number of the respo nse which 
your opinion in the space provided next 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
1 2 3 
Strongly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
6 
Disagree 
7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
1 . ___ A woman who goes to the home or apartment of a man on 
their first date implies that she is willing to have 
se x . 
2. ___ Any woman can get raped. 
3. _ __ One reason that women falsely report a rape is that 
they frequently have a need to call attention to 
themselves. 
4. ___ Any healthy woman can successfully resist a rapist if 
she really wants to. 
5. _ __ When women go around braless or wearing short skirts 
and tight tops , they are just asking for trouble. 
6. _ __ In the majority of rapes, the victim is promiscuous 
or has a bad reputation. 
7. __ _ If a girl engages in necking or petting and she lets 
things get out of hand, it is her own fault if her 
partner forces sex on her. 
8. _ __ Women who get raped while hitchhiking get what they 
deserve. 
9. ___ A woman who is stuck-up and thinks she is too good to 
talk to guys on the street deserves to be taught a 
lesson. 
1O. _ _ Many women have an unconscious wish to be raped, and 
may then unconsciously set up a situation in which 
they are likely to be attacked . 
RESPONSE CHOICES 
1 2 3 
Strongly Agree Agree 
Agree Somewhat 
4 
Neither 
Agree 
Nor 
Disagree 
5 
Disagree 
Somewhat 
6 
Disagree 
1 1 6 
7 
Strongly 
Disagree 
11. If a woman gets drunk at a party and has intercourse 
with a man she's just met there, she should be 
considered " fair game" to other males at the party 
who want to have sex with her too, whether she wants 
to or not. 
1 1 7 
APPENDIX J 
The Uni versit y of Rhode Island 
Department of Psychology 
Kingston, RI 02881 
Intergenerational Attitudes and Beliefs 
STUDENT INFORMED CONSENT FORM: STUDENT'S COPY 
I understand that: 
1. I am being asked to participate in a research project 
conducted by a graduate student in Psychology at the 
Uni versity of Rhode Island. The researcher will e xplain the 
project to me. I should feel free to ask questions. If I 
have more questions later, Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S., the 
person mainly responsible for this study, will be available 
to discuss them with me at 792-2193. 
2. This study is designed to explore: 1) the attitudes and 
beliefs of students and parents about the behavior of young 
men and women toward each other in their everyday lives, 
including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. The 
study involves voluntary completion of a questionnaire 
which will be administered in a classroom setting and will 
take appro x imately 30 minutes to complete. When I have 
completed and returned my questionnaire, I will furnish the 
names and address(es) of both of my parents , if available , 
or the name of one parent if living in a single-parent 
family, or the names of one parent and one step-parent with 
whom I have had the most c ontact with over the last five 
years, to the researcher s o that she may mai l them a 
research packet to fill out at home and return by mail. 
3. It is anticipated that no harm will come to me as a 
result of participating in this study, although I may be 
asked some questions that will make me feel uncomfortable. 
4. This research could yield important information that 
might be of help to others. 
5. This project has received the approval of the I.R.B. 
and other appropriate university officials. All information 
gathered in this study will be kept strictly conf i dential 
and private. My name ( and the names of my parents ) only 
appear on this research consent form, which will be 
separated from the questionnaire as soon as I have completed 
it. A code number will be assigned to the questionnaire for 
record-keeping purposes. All answers will be tabulated, 
anal yzed , and reported anonymously. 
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6. If I have any concerns regarding this study, I should 
write or call the University of Rhode Island's Director of 
Research, 70 Lower College Road, University of Rhode Island, 
Kingston, RI. 02881, telephone: (401) 792-2635. If I have 
other complaints, I can discuss them with Susan 
Williams-Quinlan (792-2193 ) or Professor Bernice Lott 
(792-4248). 
The decision whether or not to participate in this study is 
entirely up to me, and I may withdraw from the study at any 
time. I can refuse to answer any questions that I do not 
wish to answer. My status in the university and grade in 
the course will in no way be affected. 
I have read this Consent Form. My questions have been 
answered. My signature on this form means that I understand 
the above information and agree to participate in this 
study. 
Signature of Participant Signature of Researcher 
Printed Name Printed Name 
Date Date 
RESOURCE NUMBERS FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
1. Susan Williams-Quinlan 
Principle Investigator 
Psychology Department 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
2. Theodora Zubrinski 
Counseling Center 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2288 
3. Carolyn Sovet 
Office of Student Life 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2097 
PLEASE KEEP THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS 
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APPENDIX K 
The University of Rhode Island 
Department of Psychology 
Kingston, RI 02881 
Intergenerational Attitudes and Be l iefs 
STUDENT INFORMED CONSENT FORM: RESEARCHER'S COPY 
I understand that: 
1. I am being asked to participate in a research project 
conducted by a graduate student in Psychology at the 
Universit y of Rhode Island. The researcher will explain the 
project me. I should feel free to ask questions . If I 
have mor~ ~uestions later, Susan Williams-Quinlan, M. S., the 
person mainly responsible for this study, will be available 
to discuss them with me at 792-2193. 
2. This study is designed to explore: 1) the attitudes and 
beliefs of students and parents about the behavior of young 
men and women toward each other in their everyday lives, 
including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. The 
study involves voluntary completion of a questionnaire which 
will be administered in a classroom setting and will take 
appro x imately 30 minutes to complete. When I have completed 
and returned my questionnaire, I will furnish the names and 
address(es) of both of my parents, if available, or the name 
of one parent if living in a single-parent family, or the 
names of one parent and one step-parent with whom I have had 
the most contact with over the last five years, to the 
researcher so that she may mail them a research packet to 
fill out at home and return by mail. 
3. It is anticipated that no harm will come to me as a 
result of participating in this study, although I may be 
asked some questions that will make me feel uncomfortable. 
4. This research could yield important information that 
might be of help to others. 
5. This project has received the approval of the I.R.B. 
and other appropriate university officials. All information 
gathered in this study will be kept strictly confidential 
and private. My name (and the names of my parents) only 
appear on this research consent form, which will be 
separated from the questionnaire as soon as I have completed 
it. A code number will be assigned to the questionnaire for 
record-keeping purposes. All answers will be tabulated, 
analyzed, and reported anonymously. 
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6. If I ha ve any concerns regarding this stud y , I should 
write or c a l l the Uni vers i t y of Rhode Is l and's Di rector of 
Research , 70 Lower College Road , Univ ers i t y of Rhode Is l and, 
Kingston, RI 0 2881, telephone: (401 ) 792-2635. If I ha ve 
other c ompl a i nts, I c an disc uss them wi th Susan 
Will i ams- Qu i n l an ( 79 2-2193 ) o r Professor Bernice Lott 
( 792-4 248 ) . 
The decisi on whether or not to parti c ipate in this stud y i s 
entirel y up to me, and I may withdraw from the stud y at an y 
t i me. I ca n refuse t o answer an y quest io ns that I do not 
wish to a nswer . My s tatus in the uni versity and grade in 
the course will i n no way be affected. 
I ha ve read th i s Consent Fo rm. 
answered . My signature on this 
the ab ov e information and agree 
stud y . 
Signature of Pa r ti c ipant 
Printed Name 
Date 
My questions ha ve been 
form means that I understand 
to part ic ipate in this 
Signature of Researcher 
Printed Name 
Date 
Names and Address ( es ) of parents : 
IMPORTANT: THE FOLLOWING INFORMATION MUST BE COMPLETED IN 
ORDER TO OBTAIN EXTRA CREDIT: 
COURSE NAME/ NUMBER: __ __ _ ___ _ 
INSTRUCTOR'S NAME: 
IF ENROLLED IN PSYCH 113, PLEASE FILL OUT THE ADDITIONAL 
INFORMATION: 
RECITATION NUMBER: _________ _ 
NAME OFT.A.: __ ___ _______ _ 
PLEASE RETURN THIS COPY WITH YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE 
Dear 
APPENDIX L 
FORM LETTER FROM STUDENT TO PARENTS 
(EXTRA CREDIT/ DRAWING OPTION) 
1 21 
I am volunteering to participate in an approved 
research study at U.R.I. which is being conducted by a 
doctoral level graduate student in psychology. The study 
involves an exploration of: 1) attitudes and beliefs about 
behavior involving young men and women in their everyday 
lives, including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. As 
part of the research, the investigator is also interested in 
your opinions about th ese issues. I will receive extra 
credit in my psychology class for my participation and your 
participation, so I would appreciate it very much if both of 
you could take some time individually to read and fill out 
these forms. In addition, for your participation in this 
study, your names will be entered into a drawing for a 
$25 . 00 gift certificate to the University Bookstore. (My 
name has already been submitted for a separate drawing for 
students .) When your forms are returned, the investigator 
will submit my name to my professor for e xtra credit. Your 
responses will be kept confidential and private, and only 
the investigator will have access to them. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Name of Student 
Name of Investigator 
Dear 
APPENDIX M 
FORM LETTER FROM STUDENT TO SINGLE PARENTS 
( EXTRA CREDIT/ DRAWING OPTION) 
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I am volunteeri ng to parti c ipate in an appr ov ed 
r esearch stud y at U.R.I. which is being conducted by a 
doctoral l evel graduate student i n ps ychol o gy . The stud y 
i nvo lv es an e xploration of : 1) attitudes and beliefs about 
behavi o r in vol v ing yo ung men and women in their ever yda y 
l i ves includ i ng their romantic and se xual behavior, and 2) 
co mmunic at i on between young adults and their parents. As 
part of the research, the in vestigator is also interested in 
your op i n i ons about these issues. I wil l receive e xtra 
credit in my ps ychology class for my participation and your 
part i c i pat i on , so I woul d apprec i ate it very much if yo u 
could take some time by yourself to read and fill out these 
f o rms. In addition, for yo ur partic i pat i on in this s tudy, 
your name will be entered into a drawing for a $25.00 gift 
c ertificate to the Uni versit y Bookstore. (My name has 
already been submitted for a separate drawing for students. ) 
When your fo r ms are returned , the in vestigator will submit 
my name to my professor for e xtra credit. Your responses 
will be kept co nfidential and pr iv ate , and onl y the 
investigat o r will have access to them. 
Than k you. 
Sincerel y, 
Name of Studen t 
Name of Invest i gator 
Dear 
APPENDIX N 
FORM LETTER FROM STUDENT TO PARENTS 
(DRAWING OPTION) 
12 3 
I am volunteering to participate in an approved 
research study at U.R.I. which is being conducted by a 
doctoral leve l graduate student in ps yc hology. The study 
involves an exploration of: 1) attitudes and beliefs about 
behavior involving young men and women in their everyday 
lives, including their ro manti c and sexual be havior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. As 
part of the research, the investigator is also interested in 
your opinions about these issues . For your participation in 
this study, your names will be entered into a drawing for a 
$25.00 gift certificate to the University Bookstore . (My 
name has already been submitted for the drawing.) I would 
appreciate it very much if both of you could take some time 
individually to read and fill out these forms. When they 
are returned, the investigator will submit your names for 
the bookstore drawing . Your responses will be kept 
confidential and pri vate, and only the investigator will 
have access to them. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Name of Student 
Name of Investigator 
Dear 
APPENDIX 0 
FORM LETTER FROM STUDENT TO SINGLE PARENTS 
(DRAWING OPTION) 
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I am vo l unteering to participate in an approved 
research study at U.R.I. which is being conducted by a 
doctoral level graduate student in psychology. The study 
involves an exploration of: 1) attitudes and beliefs about 
behavior involving young men and women in their everyday 
lives, including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. As 
part of the research , the investigator is also interested in 
your opinions about these issues . For your participation in 
this study, your name will be entered into a drawing for a 
$25.00 gift certificate to the University Bookstore. (My 
name has already been submitted for the drawing.) I would 
appreciate it very much if you could take some time by 
yourself to read and fill out these forms. When they are 
returned, the investigator will submit your name for the 
bookstore drawing. Your responses will be kept confidential 
and private, and only the investigator will have access to 
them. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely, 
Name of Student 
Name of Investigator 
Dear 
APPENDIX P 
REQUEST FORM FOR PARENTAL PARTICIPATION 
(EXTRA CREDIT/ DRAWING OPTION) 
I am a doctoral level graduate student in psychology 
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at the University of Rhode Island. I would like to request 
your participation in an approved research project 
e xploring: 1) attitudes and beliefs about behavior involving 
young men and women in their everyday lives, including their 
romantic and se xual behavior, and 2) communication between 
young adults and their parents. Your U.R.I. daughter or son 
has volunteered to participate in this study as well, and 
will receive extra credit in a psychology course for his or 
her participation as well as your participation. In 
addition , if you choose to participate your names will be 
entered into a drawing for a $25.00 gift certificate to the 
University Bookstore. (Your son's or daughter's name has 
already been submitted for a separate bookstore drawing for 
students . ) 
Since this is a study of students' as well as their 
parents' opinions, I'm asking that both you and your spouse 
complete and return these forms. I am interested in each of 
your individual opinions, and as such, I'd like to ask that 
you fill out your forms separately without discussion of 
your responses with each other or your daughter or son until 
after all forms have been returned. 
To ensure confidentiality, please place the completed 
questionnaires and consent forms in the envelope provided, 
making sure that the envelope is sealed, and then drop it in 
the mail (postage will be paid by addressee). Please be 
sure to sign the informed consent forms, keeping one copy 
for yourself and sending the other copy back with the 
questionnaires. Your responses will remain confidential. 
If you have any questions about this project, please 
feel free to contact me directly either by telephone or 
letter. 
Your responses are needed, valued, and appreciated. 
Thank you for participating. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S. 
Psychology Department 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
Dear 
APPENDIX Q 
REQUEST FORM FOR SINGLE PARENT PARTICIPATION 
(EXTRA CREDIT/DRAWING OPTION) 
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I am a doctoral level graduate student in psychology at 
the University of Rhode Island. I would like to request 
your participation in an approved research project 
exploring: 1) attitudes and beliefs about behavior involving 
young men and women in their everyday lives, including their 
romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) communication between 
young adults and their parents. Your U.R.I. daughter or son 
has volunteered to participate in this study as well, and 
will receive extra credit in a psychology course for his or 
her participation as well as your participation. In 
addition, if you choose to participate your name will be 
entered into a drawing for a $25.00 gift certificate to the 
University Bookstore. (Your son's or daughter's name has 
already been submitted for a separate bookstore drawing for 
students.) 
Since this is a study of students' as well as their 
parents' opinions, I'm asking that you complete and return 
these forms. I am interested in your individual opinion, 
and as such, I'd like to ask that you fill out your forms 
separately without discussion of your responses with your 
daughter or son until after all forms have been returned. 
To ensure confidentiality, please place the completed 
questionnaire and consent form in the envelope provided, 
making sure that the envelope is sealed, and then drop it 
in the mail (postage will be paid by addressee). Please be 
sure to sign the informed consent forms, keeping one copy 
for yourself and sending the other copy back with the 
questionnaire. Your responses will remain confidential and 
private. 
If you have any questions about this project, please 
feel free to contact me directly either by telephone or 
letter. 
Your responses are needed, valued, and appreciated. 
Thank you for participating. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S. 
Psychology Department 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
Dear 
APPENDIX R 
REQUEST FORM FOR PARENTAL PARTICIPATION 
(DRAWING OPTION) 
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I am a doctoral level graduate student in psychology at 
the University of Rhode Island. I would like to request 
you r part ici pation in an approved research project 
e xploring: 1) attitudes and beliefs about behavior involving 
young men and women in their everyday lives, including their 
romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) communication between 
young adults and their parents. Your U.R.I. son or daughter 
has volunteered to participate in this study as well, and as 
a result, has entered his or her ~ame into a drawing for a 
$25.00 gift certificate to the University Bookstore . If you 
decide to participate, your names will be entered into the 
drawing as well. 
Si nce this i s a study of students' as well as their 
parents' opinions, I'm asking that both you and your spouse 
complete and return these forms. I am interested in each of 
your individual opinions, and as such, I'd like to ask that 
you fill out your forms separately without discussion of 
your responses with each other or your daughter or son until 
after all forms have been returned . 
To ensure confidentiality, please place the completed 
questionnaires and consent forms in the envelope provided, 
making sure that the envelope is sealed, and then drop it in 
the mail (postage will be paid by addressee). Please be 
sure to sign the informed consent forms, keeping one copy 
for yourself and sending the other cop y back with the 
questionnaires. Your responses will remain confidential and 
private. 
If yo u have any questions about this project, please 
feel free to contact me directly either by telephone or 
letter. 
Your responses are needed, valued, and appreciated. 
Thank you for participating. 
Sincerel y , 
Susan Wil liams-Quin l an, M.S. 
Psychology Department 
Univers i ty of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
Dear 
APPENDIX S 
REQUEST FORM FOR SINGLE PARENT PARTICIPATI ON 
( DRAWING OPTION) 
I am a doctoral level graduate student in ps ychology 
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at the University of Rhode Island. I woul d like to request 
you r participation in an approved research project 
e x ploring: 1) attitudes and be li efs about behavior involving 
young men and women in their everyday lives, including their 
r ~mantic and se xual behavior, and 2) communication between 
yo ung adults and their parents. Your U.R.I. son or daughter 
has volunteered to participate in this study as well, and as 
a result, has entered his or her name into a drawing for a 
$25.00 gift certificate to the University Bookstore. If you 
decide to participate, your name will be entered into the 
drawing as well. 
Since this is a study of students' as well as their 
parents' opinions, I'm asking that you complete and return 
these forms. I am interested in your individual opinion, 
and as such, I'd like to ask that you fill out your forms 
separately without discussion of your responses with you r 
daughter or son until after all forms have been returned. 
To ensure confidentiality, please place the completed 
questionnaire and consent form in the envelope provided, 
maki ng sure that the envelope is sealed, and then drop it in 
the mail (postage will be paid by addressee). Please be 
sure to sign the informed consent forms, keeping one copy 
for yourself and sending the other copy back with the 
questi on naire. Your responses will remain confidential and 
private. 
If you have any questions about this project, please 
feel free to contact me directly either by telephone or 
letter. 
Your resp onses are needed, valued, and appreciated. 
Thank you for participating. 
Sincerely, 
Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S. 
Psychology Department 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
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APPENDIX T 
The University of Rhode Island 
Department of Psychology 
Kingston, RI 02881 
Intergenerational Attitudes and Beliefs 
PARENT INFORMED CONSENT FORM: PARENT'S COPY 
I understand that: 
1. I am being asked to participate in a research project 
conducted by a graduate student in Psychology at the 
University of Rhode Island. The researcher will explain the 
project to me. If I should have any questions, I should feel 
free to contact Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S., the person 
mainly responsible for this study, who will be available to 
discuss them with me at 792-2193. 
2. This study is designed to explore: 1) the attitudes and 
beliefs of students and parents about the behavior of young 
men and women toward each other in their everyday lives, 
including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. This 
study involves voluntary completion of a questionnaire which 
will take about 30 minutes and will be done at home. When I 
have completed the questionnaire, I will return it to the 
researcher in the pre-paid envelope which has been provided 
for me. 
3. It is anticipated that no harm will come to me as a 
result of participating in this study, although I may be 
asked some questions that will make me feel uncomfortable. 
4. This research could yield important information that 
might be of help to others. 
5 . This project has recieved the approval of the I . R.B. 
and other appropriate university officials. All information 
gathered in this study will be kept strictly confidential 
and private. My name (and the name of my daughter or son) 
only appear on this research consent form, which will be 
separated from the questionnaire as soon as I return it. A 
code number will be assigned to the questionnaire for 
record-keeping purposes. All answers will be tabulated, 
analyzed, and reported anonymously. 
6. If I have any concerns regarding this study , I should 
write or call the University of Rhode Island's Director of 
Research, 70 Lower College Road, Kingston, RI 02881, 
telephone: (401) 792-2635. If I have other complaints, I can 
discuss them with Susan Williams-Quinlan (792-2193) or 
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Professor Bernice Lott (792-4248 ) . 
7. The decision whether or not to participate in this study 
is entirely up to me, and I may withdraw from the study at 
any time. I can refuse to answer any questions that I do not 
wish to answer. Whatever I decide will in no way affect my 
son's or daughter's status in the university or grade in his 
or her course. 
I have read this Consent Form. My questions have been 
answered. My signature on this form means that I 
understand this information and agree to participate in this 
study. 
Signature of Participant Signature of Researcher 
Printed Name Printed Name 
Date Date 
Name of daughter or son participating in this study. 
RESOURCE NUMBERS FOR FURTHER INFORMATION 
1. Susan Williams-Quinlan 
Principle Investigator 
Psychology Department 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2193 
2. Theodora Zubrinski 
Counseling Center 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2288 
3. Carolyn Sovet 
Office of Student Life 
University of Rhode Island 
792-2097 
PLEASE KEEP THIS COPY FOR YOUR RECORDS 
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APPENDIX U 
The University of Rhode Island 
Department of Psychology 
Kingston, RI 02881 
Intergenerational Attitudes and Beliefs 
PARENT INFORMED CONSENT FORM: RESEARCHER'S COPY 
I understand that: 
1. I am being asked to participate in a research project 
conducted by a graduate student in Psychology at the 
University of Rhode Island . The researcher will explain the 
project to me. If I should have any questions, I should feel 
free to contact Susan Williams-Quinlan, M.S., the person 
mainly responsible for this study, who will be available to 
discuss them with me at 792-2193. 
2 . This study is designed to explore: 1) the attitudes and 
beliefs of students and parents about the behavior of young 
men and women toward each other in their everyday lives, 
including their romantic and sexual behavior, and 2) 
communication between young adults and their parents. This 
study involves voluntary completion of a questionnaire which 
will take about 30 minutes and will be done at home. When I 
have completed the questionnaire, I will return it to the 
researcher in the pre-paid en velope which has been provided 
for me. 
3. It is anticipated that no harm will come to me as a 
result of participating in this study, although I may be 
asked some questions that will make me feel uncomfortable . 
4 . This research could yield important information that 
might be of help to others. 
5. This project has received the approval of the I.R.B. 
and other appropriate university officials. All information 
gathered in this study will be kept strictly confidential 
and private. My name (and the name of my daughter or son) 
only appear on this research consent form, which will be 
separated from the questionnaire as soon as I return it. A 
code number will be assigned to the questionnaire for 
record-keeping purposes. All answers will be tabulated, 
analyzed, and reported anonymously. 
6. If I have any concerns regarding this study, I should 
write or call the University of Rhode Island's Director of 
Research, 70 Lower College Road, Kingston, RI 02881, 
telephone: (401) 792-2635. If I have other complaints, I can 
discuss them with Susan Williams-Quinlan (792-2193) or 
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Professor Bernice Lott (792-4248). 
7. The decision whether or not to participate in this study 
is entirely up to me, and I may withdraw from the study at 
any time. 
I can refuse to answer any questions that I do not wish to 
answer. Whatever I decide will in no way affect my son ' s or 
daughter's status at the university or grade in his or her 
course. 
I have read this Consent Form. My questions have been 
answered. My signature on this form means that I understand 
this information and agree to participate in this study. 
Signature of Participant Signature of Researcher 
Printed Name Printed Name 
Date Date 
Name of daughter or son participating in this study. 
PLEASE RETURN THIS COPY WITH YOUR QUESTIONNAIRE 
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